DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 099 981 EA 006 600

TITLE To Amend the National School Lunch Act. Hearing
. Before the General Subcommittee on Rducation of the
Committee on Education and Labor, House of
Representatives, Ninety-Third Congress, Second
Session on H.R, 13168,

INSTITUTION congress of the U.S., Washington, D.C. House
Comnittee on Education and Labor,

PUB DATE Apr 74 :

NOTE ' 54p.; A Bill To Amend the National School Lunch Act,

To Authorize the Use of Certain Funds To Purchase
Agricultural Commodities for Distribution to Schools,
and for Other Purposes

EDRS PRICE MP=-$0.75 HC-$3.15 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS *Breakfast Programs; Educational Economics;
' Elementary Secondary Education; *Federal Aid; *Food
Service; *Lunch Programs; *Poverty Programs; School
Services; School Support _
IDENTIFIERS *National School Lunch Act

ABSTRACT

This is a comprehensive record of a hearing held
before the General Subcommittee on Education on April 22, 1974, Its
purpose was to hear testimony on H.R. 13168, a proposed amendment to
the National School Lunch Act that would authorize continued purchase
of commodities at market price for distribution to schools, domestic
relief agencies, and other domestic food assistance programs, The
Department of Agriculture proposed elimination of the commodity
purchase program in favor of cash payments to enable food assistance
prografs to purchase their own commodities. Testimony was delivered
by representatives of the Department of Agriculture, officials of
various State and city school foo6d programs, and a representative of
the Peanut Buiter Manufacturass and Nut Salters Association. Included
in the report are prepared statements submitted by several of the
Witnesses, as well as by interested parties not present at the
hearing. (JG)




- BEST COPY AVAILABLE |
) 70 AMEND THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

HEARING

GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
NINETY-THIRD CONGRESS

- ON
| D H.R. 13168
A BILL TO AMEND THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT, TO
AUTHORIZEB THE USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS 10 PURCHASLE AGRI-
CULTURAL COMMODITIES FOR DISTRIBUTION TO SCHOOLS,
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

ED 099981

HBARING HELD IN WASHINGTON, D.C., APRIL 22, 1974

Printed for the use of the Committee on Education and Labor
Cant. D. PERKINS, Chairman

US DEAARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION A WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EOUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRQ
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED + ROM
tHE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT BPOINTS OF VIEW QR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SUNTORFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE Of
EOUCATION ROSITION OR POLICY

coD

U.8. dOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICB
36-302 ‘ WASHINGTON ¢ 1974




COMMUILPERE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
CARL D, PERKINS, Kentucky, Chatrman

FRANK THOMPSON, I, New Jorsoy ALDBRRT H, QUIE, Minnesota

JOMN H, DIENT, Pennsylvanin JOHN M. ARHBROOK, Ohlo
DOMINICK V. DANIELS, New Jersey ALI'HONZ0 BELL, Caltfornin

JOHN BRADEMAS, Indiana JOUN N. ERLIENBORN, 1iinoly
JAMIS ¢, O TTARA, Michigan JOMN DELLENBACK, Oregon
AUGUSTUS ¥, HAWKINS, Callfornla MARVIN L. BSCH, Michigan
WILLIAM D. FORD, Michigan RDWIN D, ESHLEMAN, Pennsylvanla
PATSY T, MINK, Hawatf WILLIAM A, STEIGER, Wlsconsin
LLOYD MEEDS, Washington EARL %, LANDGREBE, Indinua
PHILLIP BURTON, Caltfornia ORVAL HANSEN, ldaho

JOSEBPH M. GAYDOS, Penngylvanin EDWIN B. FORSYTH, New Jersey '
WILLIAM (B'LL) CLAY, M'ssourl JACK I, KEMP, New York
SHIRLEY CHIRIOLM, New York PETER A, PREYSER, New York
MARIY BIAGUL, New York DAVID TOWELL, Nevada

RLLA 1T GRASSO, Connectleut RONALD A, SARASIN, Connectleut
ROMANO 1. MAZZOLL, Kentueky RORERT I HUBEKR, Michigan

HIERMAN BADILLO, New York
LK ANDREWS, North Carollna
WILLIAM LIETIMAN, Florldn
JAIME BUNTTEZ, Puerto Rico

————ten

GENERAL SUBCOMMIUTTEE ON EDpUcATION
CARL D. PERKINS, Kentucky, Chairman

LLOYD MEEDS, Washington ALDPHONZO BELL, Culifornin
WILLIAM D. FORD, Michigan JOHN M. ASHBROOK, Ohlo
AUVGUSTUS IS fIAWKINS, California LEDWIN B, FORSYTIIE, New Jargay
PATEY T, MINK, Iawail PITER A, PEYSER, New York
SHIRLEY CHISHOLM, New York WILLIAM A.‘S’l‘l‘}l‘(ﬂ'm, Wisconsin
ROMANO 1. MAZZOLL, Kentueky DAVID TOWELL, Nevada

TERMAN BADILLO, New York
“'”Jltil\x“ ]4“3“;\‘:\N. 'lorida
{icl ANDIISWS, North Caroliun
(I

i




REST COPY AVAILABLE

CONTENTS

Page
‘Fext of HLR, 13108
Statement of—

Dillard, Mary 8., school lnnch director, High Point City Schools, High

oint, N.Coceen e e e e e m— e —————————————— a8
Hekman, Edwavd J, Administrator, Food and Nutrition Serviee, U.S.
Depavitent of Agricalture, accompanicd by James I8, Springfield,
Depitty Administrator, USDA; William G. Boling, Associnte Direc-
tor, Child Nutrition Division, Food aud Nutrition Serviee; and

_Juan Del Castillo, Food Distribution Division____.___.____.____. 3
Jacobs, Julius, director, School Luneh program, New York City Board

0] o O T T A T | OO 31
Mnck, James 15, managing director and general connsel, Pennnt But-

ter Manufacturers and Nut Salters Assoclation, Washington, D.C.. -4
Muartin, Josephine, administrator, School Food Services, Atlanta,

G, and Vern Carpenter, divector, Iown Schiool Food Serviees. ... . ]
Reiss, Col, Ellsworth C., coordinator, Food Distribution Section, De-

partment of Agriculture, State of New Joersey_. o .. e m—————— 36

Preparved statements, letters, supplemental material, otc,

Carpenter, Veorn, chief, School Ifood Services Section, lowa Depart-
ment ot Public Instruction, prepared statement of e oo ___ .. 18
Dillard, Mary 8, school lunch director, Iligh Point City Schiools, High !
Point, N.C., letter from Clayton Yeutter, Assistant Secretary, De. |
partment of Asriculture to Secretary Butz, dated January 25, 1974, 30
Patten; Hon, Bdward J., 8 Representative in Congress from the State ;
_of New Jersey:

Letter to Chalvman Perking, dated April 80, 1074 ... _._..._ 47 ',‘
Prepared statement of - oo oo e oo e 46 ]
Poage, Hon, W, R.. a Representative in Congress from the State of B
_Texag, letter to Chairman Perking, dated April 10, 1074, . ____._ R 47
Reiss, Col. Ellsworth C., coordinator, Food Distribution Section, De-
partinent of Agriculture, State of New Jersey : ) k
Prepared statement of oo e cccnaeaan o 40 ;
“Shmi)ing Up: A ‘Grave Threat’ to School Lunches,” n magazine 58
8 o 414 [ SO NSO TN U ST H
Smith, 1. @., Jr, coordinator, Food Service and Loeal Accounting,
Alabama Department. of Education, prepared statement before the
Senate Agricultural Research and General Legislation Subcominit.
tee, March 28, 1074 et 48




- BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TO AMEND THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

MONDAY, APRIL 22, 1974

Housr or REPRESENTATIVES,
Gexeran Stvscommrrrer oN Epucarion oy ThHE
JOMMITTEE ON KpuearioN AND Liasor,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m., pursuant to call, in voom 2175,
Rayburn House Oftice Building, Hon. Carl 1. Perkins (chairman of
the committee) presiding,.

Present: Representatives Perking and Quie.

Staff members present: Jack Jennings, counsel; Marvian Wyman,
special assistant to the chairman: Eyvdie Gaskins, special assistant ;
Toni Painter, seeretary ; and Charles Radelifle, minority counsel,

['Text of ILR. 13168 follows:]

(ILR. 13168, 03d Cong., Sccond sess.}

A BILL to amend the Natlonal School Lunch Act, to authorize the use of cortain funds to
purchase agrlcultural conunodities for distribution to schools, and for other purposes.

Be it enccted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of Americe itn Congress assembled, That the National School Lunch Act (42
U.8.C. 1751 et seq.) 1s amended by redesighating section 14 as section 15 and by
fnserting immediately after section 13A the following new section:

“COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM

“Segc. 14. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary, during
the peflod beginning July 1, 1974, and ending June 80, 1976, may—
(1) use funds avallable to carry out the provisions of section 32 of the
Act of August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612¢) which are not expended or needed
to carry out such provisions, to purchase (without regard to the provisions
of existing law governing the expenditure of public funds) agricultural
commodities and their products of the types customarily purchnged undet
such section, for donation to maintain the annually programed level of
assistance for schools, domestie relief disteibution, and such other domestic
food asgistance programs as are authotized b, law; and o
“(2) if stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation are not avnlinble, to
use the funds of such Corporation to purchase ngricultural commodities and
thelr products of the types customarily avallable uader section 416 of the
Agricultural Act of 1940 (7 U.8.C. 1481), for such donation.”.
Chairman Prriixs. The subcommittee will come to order. A quorum
18 prosent, . ‘ o o i
_The General Subeommittee on Education is beginning hearings on
LR 13168 and related bills, These bills would authorize the Secre-
tary of Agricultutre to continue the purchase of commodities at murket
price for distribution to schools, domestic relief agencies and such
other domestic food assistanice programs us are atithorized by law,
(1)
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Donated foods have been a very importunt part of the school lunch
program for over 30 yawrs, In the current period of reduced food sup-
plies and high food prices. it may be good policy to continue @ reason-
able level of government procurement and distribntion of certain food
ttems such as cnnned Fruits and vogetables, protein items and other
foods which are used to fulfill the mtritional regnirements of . the
school luneh program.

At a time when school Inneh programs are beset by financial prob-

lems caused by spivaling costs of food. labor, transportation and

storage, it seems to me that we shonld not place upon them the addéd
burden of replacing fedevally purchased commodities with foods ob-
tained at higher prices in wholesale and retail outlets locally without
the advantages of Federal purchasing, quality control, standardiza-
tion, and market expertise in the Bi(l(ling. selection and buying
Processes. . B

IFollowing are excerpts from a few of the many letters I have
received from all over the conntry on the question of dollar-for-dol-
lar comparisons between USDA foods and the equivalent in eash:
. From the Seafood School District. Seaford, Del.:

It has been stated that cash payments in len of commodities be given to the
schools to purchase on the open market. We in schiool food service know thiit
at the present prices of fomd, which are continually rising, it would be impos-

sible to Imy the eommodities we nre now receiving at the lesser prices com-
pared to the large volume purchuses made by the USDA, For example:

USDA cost
.0.8

: :h-sl'lnhiinm Loeal price
BUttOr oo e ——— K20, 61 §25. 60
SUOFEEII oo oo e e e e e e o 10, 82 14, 40
FlOUL oo e oo 5,07 10. 00
Rolled Ot oo oo 3.34 14.40
Dry BOANS o e 12,73 32, 00
I'eanut Buftero_.-.oooo.o e ————————————— 15, 88 22,08

I'rom Clay County, Ky,, public schools:

To purehase nud get delivery of foods comparable to commodities ts an im-
possibility in our rural areq. The mumber of foud service companies 18 so Hmit-
o that even though money should be avallable, we are unable to purchase hese
foods, .

I'rom the Johnson County, Ky..schools:

1'SDA foods provide variety in meals which we could not have otherwise, It
is imperative (hat we continue to recelve meats, froits, vegetables and duiry
prroducts i our School Service programs are to continue,

The committee would like to know the views of the Department of
Agricnlture on HLR. 13168, und would be interested in the alternative
proposals which are in the process of being finalized for presentatiori
to the Congress. o o ~

Our first witness is Mr. Edward J. Hekman, Administrator of the
Iood and Nutrition Service, Please come arouncd. Mr. Hekman. We
are delighted to hear from you and the Departiment of Agriculture. T£
voit have other witnesses with von from the Department that you want
to bring around. vou go right ahead and identify them.

(o]
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STATEMENT OF EOWARD J. HEKMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND
NUTRITION SERVICE, US. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
ACOOMPANIED BY JAMES E. SPRINGFIELD, DEPUTY ADMIN.
ISTRATOR, USDA; WILLIAM G. BOLING, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR,
CHILD NUTRITION DIVISION, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE;
AND JUAN DEL CASTILLO, FOOD DISTRIBUTION DIVISION

Mr. Hexaan, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

With me on my right is Mr. Jumes Springfield, Deputy for Programs
in the Ageney; to my left is Mr. Boling, Jerry Boling. He is Associate
Director of the Child Nutrition Programs; and to lus left is Mr. Juan
del Castillo, head of the Food Distribution Division of tie Agency.

1f 1 may, Mr. Chairman, perhaps it would be well if T vead this
statement.

Chairman Perkins. Go right ahead.

Mr, Hexatan. We welcome the opportunity to mieet. with you today
to discuss our views relating to H.R, 13168,

The proposed amendument. would anthorize the Department to pur-
chase agricultural comniodities to maintain the “annually programed
level of assistance * * * for domestic food assistance programs™ until
June 80, 1976. In our judgment the real need now is to move promptly
toward developing ()t]llm' more eflicient, effective systems for meeting
food assistance needs—systems that are more compatible with present
trends in agriculture and food production.

My testimony today will report to you on the background and plans
for accomplishing our objective, to phase out conumodity distribution
by June 80, 1975, Traditionally, the term “commodities” has come to
mean the surplus foods that farmers could not sell without depressing
prices and which were purchased by the Government as part of the
price support program. The Governnent then disposed of these sur-
pluses through wlat has comne to be known as the Federal-State food
digtribution progran, ,

We won’t get into too mucli of the history of these programs, Mr.
Chairman, beeause T kuow how long vou have been associated with
them, and how well you are acquainted with their history. I am surve
you recoghize a similarity of circumst:nces, now—to thosc thiat led to
the formal establishment of the school lunch program in 1946,

Until that time the support that the Federal Government had given
to school Junches was mainly in the formn of commodities—the coin-
moditics that had been acquired in the efforts to deal with surpluses.
But that kind of support ran thin especially during World War HI and
its aftermath, when we had tremendous food obligations literally
around the world.
 That situation led at thiat time to the introcuction of cush payments
into the Federal Government's support structure for school lunches.
Aiid now we are facing a similar situation. We think the solution that
wias found—to supply cash in lien of commodities—is sound and useful
now, as it was then.
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Tn the intervening vears, as food surpluses mcunted, we actively
sougit new ontlets for them. T'he list of surplus food users gradually
hroadened to include not only schools and needy families, but numerous
other special categories including smmmer camps and recreation pro-
grams, day care cenfers, hospitals, homes for the aged and other chari-
table institutions, disaster relief agencies, and more recently meals on
wheels and gronp dining programs for the elderly, along with supple-
mental food programs for women and young children.

“Now, what was once referred to as the “farm problem” has com.
pletely turned around with the significant changes we have experienced
over the past 18 months in the worldwide snpply-demand situation for
agricultural prodnets. Backed by the enactment of progressive farm
legislation in 1970 and again in 1978, farmers are responding to the
growing market demand for food with all-ont production of crops.
The changing farm situation has obvionsly had a major impact on the
need to support farm prices through the purchase of commodities and,
“hence, on the amount of federally held food.

Today the Federal Government simply does not have necess to large
surpluses of food at bargain rates, as we did in the past. In fact, our
efforts to purchase fond, even at market levels. are facing stiff compe-
tition. As a result theve are times that the USDA receives no bids at
all on its offers to buy. Tn the face of this reality, it does not scem to
make sense for USDA to compete in the marketplace and then trans-
fer the products to the final users as opposed to providing cash to the
users so that they can do their own procurement.

For the current year the special purchase authority Congress pro-
vided in the Agriculture and Consnmer Protection Act of 1973 has
enabled us to maintain the annually programed levels of assistance for
schools and other domestic food assistance programs, But. we are af-
tempting to make workable a system that is struggling under changed
circumstances of need and availability. )

The real question becomes, then, liow do we deliver the maximum in
nutritional benefits for the least possible cost 2 We have already gotten
the answer to thai question insofar-as family food nssistance is con-
rerned, with the mandate yout gave us in the 1978 farm bill to transfer
all remaining food distribution counties into the food stamp program
by June 30,1974 , ,

We are now down to only one U.S. county which has no food assist-
ance program for needy families or plans to start one. That is Beaver
County, Okla. Five years ago, when the President announced his pro-
gram to climinate poverty-related hunger in America, that number
stond at 430 “no program” counties. ' ,

There will have to be a few exceptions, as the law allows, in the
timetable for implementing a nationwide food stamp program. Bit
we are working with our State cooperators for a smooth ordetly
transition from food distribution to food stamps, Our gonl is to
accomplish the changeover with a minimum of disruption for the
amilies involved. To da this will require some continued commodity
distribution during the transition period. , )

In adjnsting to the changing commodity picture, the prime area of
consideration is clearly the school feeding programs. Over the past
several months we in the Department have conducted a thorough re-

8

L




5  BEST COPY AVAILABLE - -

view of the situation, with considerable input from our cooperators ‘
in State governments. As I pointed out carlier, we have looked at i
the question in terms of : 1low can we provide the most in nutritional R
benefits for the least amount of money? ]
After full review and consideration of the issues involved, we con- !
cluded that—for the present and in the foreseeable future—we can !
more effcctively help meet nutritional needs through cash assistance §
to child nutrition programs than we can through attempting to pro-, :
cure and distribute food from the Federal level.
Food can be procured most effectively by schools and agencies at ]
local and State levels for these reasons: |
Our inability to acquire foods traditionally available under price i
support and surplis removal programs at the bargain rates once avail- 1
able to the Federal Government. !
The high overhead cost of maintaining the administrative ma- ]
chinery for commodity procurement, both at the Federal and State i
levels. i
State and local school systems already have effective procurement {
systems of their own, since they now handle the buying of 80 per- ;
cent of the food used in their school lunch programs. Federally do-
nated commoditics represent only abouvt 20 percent of the food used ;
in these programs. |
Our major task then is to plan for a period of transition during
which State and local school systems can gradually assume responsi- 3
bility for procuring the remaining 20 percent of the food used in their ]
programs. We have consulted widely with our cooperators and food ;
_ services professionals in outlining the steps that must be taken in g
managing this period of change. o .
These future plans will be developed in full appreciation of all
that has been done in the past through commodity distribution, recog-
.nli)zing lthat such a program cannot—and should not—be terminated
“abruptly. ,
A Ral.:her, we think it is more appropriate that we plan and budget
for a commodity “phase-down” year. We will plan a gradual redue-
tion to reach the goal over the next 12 to 14 months. And we have
set June 80, 1975 as the target date for completion. B -
'l‘he_legisfntion being considered by the committes today would pro-
vide the Department with permissive authority to buy agricultural g
coimmodities to maintain the annually programed level of food as-
sistance over a 2-year period. ,
We fuvor the ‘concept, of such an authority for a 1-year period to
assure o smooth transition ns we phase out commodity distribution.
And we intend to submit legislation to Congress shortly that will j
include such a provision plus sPeciﬁ,c terms for replacing cominodity
distribution to schools with cash assistance. ‘ o o
Thus, our proposal will seck a 1-year extension of the permissive
authority available to the Department this year to buy commodities i
at “nonsurplus” prices. This would help insure that we will be able !
to provide a satisfactory level of commodity suppott to the scheols, at !
least early in the school year. It would also help assure sufficient food :
variety in the supplemental food program and in the needy family
package as long as that program 18 requited in o few areas,

. 9
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Additionally, the legislative package will encompass details of the
following plans developed in conjunction with our State coopera-
tors to roplace commodity distribution to schools with cash assistanee.
The objectives are:

To provide eash assistance suflicient to continue the level of sup-
port we have been providing in commoditics at a cash value of at
loast 7 cents n meal. Then we will add in the savings in Federal ad-
ministrative costs realized from phasing out the Tederal procure-
ment and distribution program;

To retain the principle of performanee funding:

To provide such funds without an additional matching requive-
ment by the States:

To insure flexibility in the way funds are provided so that the
States may o whatever they choose with regard to maintaining
or establishing a procurement. program (inclnding thie option that
some States might cooperate on a regional basis in the procurement
of commorlities), and;

To maintain the integrity of the child nutrition programs by
chianneling the funds into food “on the plate.” Tn other words, such
funds will be targeted excluzively for nse iu the child nutrition pro-
Iams. :

Looking-ut the potential impact of this legistation on the supple-
mental food program. the special purchasing authority would en-
able us to continue operating that program substautially as it is for
the next year. as we consider alternative means to assist the women
and young children taking part in the program. '

The specifies of such a plan will undoubtedly depend on the out-
comie of onr evaluation of the new special supplemeutal food pro-
gram for women, infants and children, That is now getting into
full operation and we will, of course, make a full report of our evalu-

tion to Congress. 'he findings should prove useful in helping to shape,

the direction of future programs to aid women. infants and children,
Food for disaster relief assistance is clearly of widespread and
sorious concern to all. There is broad, general agreement that we

must give all possible aid to those unfortunate enough to be victims '

of the inevitable tornadoes, floods and similar disasters that strike
our homes and communitics. . ,

In thoe past, food for emnergency feeding has been a sideline of on-
going food distribution programs. Today we no longer have Govern-

ment food stockpiles and massive distribution systems. To the extent

that State and loeal seliool districts continue to maintain inventories
of food, those inventories should continue to be availuble for disasters.
To the extent that they do not meet disaster assistance needs we in the
Federal Government should work the Nation’s commercinl food dis-
tribution svstem to develop means to supplement and complement
these inventories. :

The Federal Disaster Assistance Adwministration Ageney
(FDAAA) of the Departinent of Housing and Urbar: Developinent,
now lias the principal Federal authority for coordinating disaster
relief plans and operations. We have been consulting with them as
they develop plans to manage the food aspects of their emergency
nssistance responsibilities, But the administration recognizes its re-

10
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sponsibilities in this area, and we will continue to be sure that food as-
sistance is available where there is need for it. '

Overall, however, in view of the current production and marketing
picture we believe the public interest will best be served by phasing
out Government procurement of food for food assistance activitics,
but obvionsly not befors we have laid careful plans for alternative
forms of assistance to owr program cooperators in State and local
agencirs. We will keep this committee thoroughly informed of our
progress in this area, ‘ ’

Thank you very much.

Chaivman Perwins, 1 1 understood you correctly, you are asking
for a l-year extension, giving the local educational agencies complete
anthority to purchase commodities. '

Mr. Hexaran, Our plan, My, Chairman, as Lindieated in my state-
ment, would be to submit legislation to the Congress that would define
the type of a transition from commodities to cash so the schools would
he agsured of all of these points that T have ennmerated.

Part of that legislation, Mr. Chairman, wonld inclnde a request to
the Congroess fer o L-year extension of this authority.

Chairman Pericins. What do you estimate would be the administra-
tive cost per meal as a result of the phaseout of the commodity pro-
eram? That is the big item here as T see it.

Mr. Hiearan, We are presently, Mr, Chairman, making a still more
detailed study of that through the Office of the Secretary. Our pre-
liminary figures indieate that it would e somewhere in the range of
£10 to $12 million of IPederal money. Besides that, we are attempting
to decermine also what the cost is at the State tevel. In other words,
the Federal commodities go to a State warchouse, what are thy costs
hevond that? We feel that information would also be helpful to the
(loneress. ‘

Chairman Perxixs. Go ahead, Charles,

M, Rancrivrr, Mr, Flekman. at that point isn't it true there would
continue to he a State commodity distribution system? Isn't that
pretty well established as a part of this school service program? T
grniess my question is could you count on completely eliminated admin-
istrative costs of food purchases at the State level ?

M, Hecaran, The legislation that we would hopefully submit to
the Congress within the next few weeks looks toward a complete
vhaseout by the end of 1975, but with a very definite understanding
that a part of this money, as it mnoves into the State. could he used to
sot up its own program for the purchase of commodities if a State
should wigh to do so, Moreover, there is already some interest in re-
srional approaches to do that.

We feel that the States, if they would want to oo into this, are in a
lot hetter position to make a program that is flesible for the schools,
mich more than the Federal Government, For example, with the
authorities we have. we are limited as to the amount of processing that
we ean pay for, Those same const lerations wouldn’t prevail at the
State level. 8o we feel that if a State or a group of States would want
tn use this money to purchase commodities, that, would be strietly their
choice and with the understanding, as my statement. points out, that
whatever money moves to the States in licu of commodities would be

11
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money that would end up on the plate. In other words, under no condi-
:i;ms ]iis this going to get mixed up with band uniforms or anything
ike that. ‘

Chairman Prriixs. Any further questions?

M. Rancrerr. No, Mr. Chairman,

Chairman Perxins. T would like to pursue this 2 little further. Of
comrse, the commodity bins have been empty for the last 2 or 3 years
and it has been necessary to give the local governments permission to
surchase to carry on the school programs. But let's assume that we
have a bumper ¢ *op this year, and a bumper cror next year., How do
you plan on implementing an alternative cash plan when future sur-
pluses occur? '

Mr. Hexsan. T am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that someone like Dr.
Yeutter, who is an agricultural economist, can’s vespond to that be-
cause the Foods and Nutrition Service is virtually a delivery service.
We don’t keep records of the costs, the availability of products. That
is not. our responsibility, but T will try to answer in this way. The
legislation that we would plan on sending to the Congress would look
into what wo think is a viable way of doing this, through a voucher
system. That would be something obviously that we have to try and
feel out during this year. This so-called phascout year, would give us
the opportunity to try a voncher system.

But as to the details, frankiv they have not been worked out. As yon
know, we have had a good bit of experience with vouchers and we
have indicated to the Scevetary that we think that ‘¢ is a viable
approach, , ,

Chairman Periins. But how would yon handle the physical prob-
lom of delivering purchase vouchers on a timely basis to thousands
of schools? , ,

Mr. Hegman. As I have indicated, we are giving thought to that
and we do feel we have 14 months to try to demonstrate to the Depart-
ment, and to the Congress that it will work. Now just how that will
be, of what items n voncher will be used for would not be our decision.
That would be the decision of the Seeretary and the CCC. But 1 think
T am on firm gronnd, Mr. Chairman, when I indicate that we have
expertise in this area. , , ..

We are using it with other programs and we think this is certainly
one of the ways that we onght to be looking at, because we are con-
seions of the possibility of surplnses, But again, in this area I just
feel that further questioning on that veally should be directed to some-
one like Dr. Yeutter. , , A ‘

Chairman Perrins, FTow could you insure that the schools use the
vouchers to purchase the specific variety, grade and quality of items
designated to be purchased under the voucher program?

Mr, Hexaran, It has been our experience with the food stamp pro-
gram. which is bagically a voncher program running at $4 billion,
and with the WIC program, that it is as easy to distribute_papet as
commodities. All the paper is, is n way to buy commodities. T think if
wo o it, there might be some snbstantial benefits, whereas when we
by, we have to specify o certain label. a cortain size can and so forth,
Tt 'fits some sehools and doesn’t fit others, Tn fact, the GAO was com-
menting recontly that we didn’t buv things in large cnough containers,
1t is that type of flexibility that is hard to build into a government
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procutement program, Mr. Chairman, But under o voucher program,
I am hopeful we can build some (lexibility into the actual procurement.

I am not saying it is going to be casy for us to figure it out, but I
think with some of the people here with me and others we can do it.
Wo have had a great deal of experience in the Department with
voucher programs, .

Chairman Prriins. What system of procedure would be used to re-
imburse the vendors that sold the designated voucher items to the
schools?

Mr. Hrrsman. As I have tried to indicate, Mr. Chairman, we don’t
have that figured out in detail, but I am sure as we figured it out to

pay the vendor in the WIC program and to pay for $4 billion worth -

of stamps and see that the grocer got his money, we can do it with
100.000 schools and considerably less school districts.

Chairman Perkins. Do you have any questions, Charles?

Mr. Rancuiree. No, Mr, Chairman,

Chairman Pergins. Can you get some language to us in the next
2 orl 3 days? Wo can probably report this bill from subcommittee this
week.

Mr. Hexsawn. I will bring that suggestion up.
~ Chairman Prrxrxs. Qur next witnesses are Miss Josephine Martin,
Administrator of the School Food Service Program, Atlanta, Ga.,

‘and Mr. Vern Carpenter, Director, Iowa School Food Service.

STATEMENTS OF JOSEPHINE MARTIN, ADMINISTRATOR, SCHOOL
FOOD SERVICE, ATLANTA, GA. AND VERN CARPENTER, DI-
RECTOR, IOWA SCHOOL F00D SERVICE

 Miss Marrin, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Josephine Martin,
Administrator of the School Food Service Program for the Georgin
State Department of Education. I am also testifying today ns chair-
man of the legislative committee of the American School IFood Service
Association. o ‘ , ,

With the continuing leadership of you and the members of this
commitiee, fantastic progress has been made in the child nutrition
programs, bitt unfortunately economic problems have impacted the
child nutrition programs and we have not achieved all of the objec-
tives that we have sct for oursclves. , ,

I aim grateful for the opportunity of testifying today in support
of the legislative proposals directly affecting the’school luneh and
child nutrition programs. Quite frankly I had hoped that there wonld
be no need for any major school lunch legislative proposals for some
tima after the passage of Tublic Law 98-150, which included major
reforins for school food service funding. o ‘

But we continue to encounter cost factors which are beyond our
eontrol, A;l,t.hq‘ugh Public Law 93-150 held great promise for reachin
additional children with school meals, the inflationary eosts made 1
necossary for most schools to increase pupil sale prices in September
1073 ot . ﬁ;ﬁiim}‘{' 1974. This sale price increase adversely affected pupil
patticipation. A c’lmittzedl;Y there are multiple factors involved in par-
ticipation. However, one-half million fewer paying children are cating
lunches now than last year.
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I'he nereased sule prices have had their i;reat.est impact on children
from middle-income 'l"a,milies. And now we have this proposal to pliase-
ont commoditics. As yon are well aware, wholesale food prices have
increased 20.6 percent from 1972 to 1973, The USDA now foreensts
food price increases in the current year at about. 12 percent. Other
forceasts ure as high as 20 to 25 percent. Morcover, the school Tunch
program has been especinlly hard hit by price increases in protein
foods which, by law, must be served as part of each type A lunch, In
this connection, I wonld like to cito some increases in protein food
prices for the last quarter of 1978 over the last quarter o 1972, These
data were published in the Febrnary 1974 issue of the USDA’s Na-
tional Food Situation : meat prices increased 28 percent ; poultry prices
increased 86.4 percent; dairy products, up 19,9 percent; and eggs, up
49,1 percent. :

Prices of other foods, of course, hiwve increased substantialiy, but
lot me try to bring this situation into perspective by one single
exaniple,

Tu ":is enrvent, fiseal year school lch programs across the country
are paying at least 1 cent more per half pint of wilk and in many
places 3 to L cents more than in the previous year, Milk must be served
as a part of each weal; this one item has increased the food costs for
the entire school lunch program by $40 million for this school year—
offsctting the increase in section 4 funds.

And another incrensed cost factor has entered the picture. The
encrgy erisis has resulted in constantly increasing costs of providing
gas and electricity in order to operate refrigeration equipment, kit-
chien vanges, steam kettles, stenm cookers and other equipment required
to store, prepare and serve food to some 22 million children eating
lunches daily. Many school districts are effectively utilizing central
preparation of lunches and_ transporting these lunches to satellite
schools by specially equipped trucks. The very sharp increases in the
cost of gasoline are, of course, directly affecting the costs of producing
jutiches and delivering them to studeits in participating schools, And,
according to the Federal Energy Administrators, gasoline und fuel
prices will continue to increase in the months ahead. ,

And now school administrators are faced with implementing the
new minimum wage law which will cost, at least 2 cents peor lunch even
with very high productivity of 20 meals per man-hour. Sehool Food
Servico personnel need the increased wages, but there are no provisions
to finance 1he 25 percent incrense in Jabor costs except by increasing
sale prices to students, which inevitably cuts out paying pupils.

Public Law 93-150 changed the financial help for free lunches from
o 40-cont minimum to a 46-cent average. This avernging concept has
mennt that many major school systems are gotting no more or even less
money than they received in fiseal year 1973, Reduections in the rates
pliis £ho escalated costs will surely try even the most competent opera-
tot's ability. T fenr the quality and the quantity will deteriorate.

To compound these difficuities the U_;%DA has now indieated that it
plans to phase out food donation to schools in fiseal year 1975, I will
not ¢o into detail on this issue beeause it will be fully covered by Mr.
Vern Catpenter, director of the school food service program for the
Towa Department of Bducation, Me, Carpentet handles the distibution
of USDA-donated foods in that State. In Georgia the food distribu-
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tion is handled by another unit in the State department of education.

The American School Food Service strongly supports legislation to
extend the specinl commodity purchase authiority contained in the
Agrienltural Act approved last summer. B

Only day before yesterday T met with Mrs. Shinn, Dade County,
Fla., SIS director, and supervisors and direetors in Jucksonville in
diseussing the administration’s proposal to phase out commodities.
Our director commented she is in support of food distribution ns a part
of financial assistance to schools. She indicated that food shortages
encountered during the school year las left food service directors in
position of not being able to secure foods through normal distribution
chunnels.

“The commodities during this year assured the schools of certain
foods, often not available from commereinl channels. ‘

Mcr. Chairman, it wonld seem to me that the Nution's children should
receive a high priority on our food supply. The continuation of
donated foods as part of financial assistance is one way ot assuring
that food for children has a high priority of allocation in the Nation’s
food supply. The legislation you are considering today would insure
that schools wonld receive either cash or commodities in the next fiscal

enr.
) [ would like to touch briefly on two other matters. Iirst, in passing
Public Law 95-150 lust fall the Congress approved a 1-year provision
to increase the cligibility standards for reduced price lunches to 175
pereent of the income poverty guidelines. Under this provision chil-
dren from lower middle-income families are eligible to receive the type
A lunch at a price of 20 cents or less. ‘

It was only possible to implement this provision beginning Jan-
uary 1 of this year; A8 States implemcntec{ this provision of Public
Taw 93-150 cven though it was announced late. Tn Georgin the ro-
sponse from local school systems has been enthusiastic. In most in-
stances, wherever it has been tried, participation has increased, I am
partieularly pleased to report that schools in Appalachia are showing
positive results with the extended guideline. However, many schoo
sys‘tm]ns have not wished to initiate this new provision for only a few
months.

Senator Case has introduced legislation to continue this provision
(8. 8216). Tn introducing the bill recently he indicated 15,000 micdle-
income children in New Jersey now benefit from this progran that did
not benefit prior to this legisfation. We strongly endorse legislation to
make this provision petmanent as in my judgment it is essentinl to
keep sehool meals available to children from moderate income families

Socond, T would propose that section 5 of the Child Nutrition Act
(nonfood assistance) be amended to increase the appropriation au-
thotity for fiscal year 1076 and, thereafter, from $20 million to $40
mitlion. Under present law the appropriation authority is $40 million
in fisenl year 1975 and declines to $20 million in the Tollowing fiseal
years, As vout know, nctual oni-opriat‘miis in recenit years have fallen
far short of the $40 million authorization, )

‘he TT8D.A has requested only $22 million for nonfood assistance in
fiscnl venr 1975, However, the tecently released USDA special study
roquiested by the Congtess shows that schools nationwide need $177
million to itistall or upgrade school food serviee equipment, It is my
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understanding that the study indieated that no-program schools need
$22 million for equipment. Unlcss this authorization is extended, get-

ting meals to all children will be o long-range dream. Why should the
schools that. have begun programs be penalized ?

The third point. I would like to mention has to do with requiremenits.

Farlier today it was indicated by Mr. Hekman that the Department’s
phasing out. of commoditivs would exclude the commodity value from
matching. Coinmodity value has never been matched with local or
State funds. At a time when the present matching formula is placing a
severe strain on the school food service, it is imperative for the scheol
programs, if they are to continue to serve children, that no further
requirements be established which would place a larger burden on
paying children in the form of matching. In fact, those requirements
need to be studied and legislation enacted which would relieve the
poorer States of the matehing burden presently imposed. ]

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me say again how much I appre-
cinte the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee and express
concerns which are on the minds of school food service personnel all
across the conntry.

Thank you very much. o

Chairman Perrins. Thank you, Miss Martin. Yon have given us
some excellent testimony. Can you give us an idea of how much more
per meal a commodity donation system would yield than an equivalent
cash donation?

Miss Mar1rn. That is & verv hard question to give a direct answer
to. Perhaps Mr. Carpenter has some figures which would provide
information. , , , ,

Mr. CanirxTrR. For the school that makes the best use of commodi-
ties. they can take that 7 cents worth and turn it into abont 10 or 11
cents worth becanse, as you know, certain of these items you get in
nnlimited supply, such as flour, some shortening and some of the other
items. So we are speaking about a 7 cents thut might be worth 10 cents
to those that use it to best ad vantage. N -

Now if the TTSDA gives the schools the 7.5 cents in cash and t;he{ are
unabla to purchase as efficiently and effectively and get the quality of
prodiet that the USDA daoes, that 7.5 eents may be worth only 5 cents,
g0 the difference between the two would be about a 5 cent loss where it
is used most effectively. ) , N ,

Chairman Perkins, One further question, May we have your com-
ments concerning the Department’s proposed voucher system from the
lﬁoin{.{)f x;i ?nw of administrative problems on the State level and on the
oenl leve

Miss Marrtw, T think Me. Carpenter and T both would like to react
to that question, Tirst, there ate many unanswered questions aboyt the
voucher gystem, Tt wonld seom to mo that we eonld not be agsured that
the fonds would be available in the localities even though thers was o
national surplus, For example, using Georgia products, if there is a
supplis of peanut products in Georgia and school distriets in some
other paits of the country receive vouchers to piirchase peantit
produets, T do not see how you ean assure that the peanut produets are
gning to be in the Midwest or Northwest at the time the surplus exists
in the peanut-growing States of this Nation,

ﬁgii think making the food available where it is needed would be a
problem,
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Second, T think thero would be a veal administrative problem in got-
ting the vouchers to the States and to the local school districts in
timely manner. I could foresee n lot of administrative problems in con-
nection with a voucher program.

Chairman Prrrins, Mr, ?\),l.l e?

M. Quag. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.,

Tt is good to see you again, Miss Martin.

Miss Manrin, Thank you, sir,

Mr. Quie. One question I have, In the purchase of foods I under-
stand the main reason why the various school food service people
wonld like to see a continuation of the Dopartment of Agriculture
purchiase of commodities is that. yon can get move for your money that
way. As indicated, yon wonld have to spend 10 or 11 cents to get the
samo-amount of food if yon bonght it directly from the school districts.
What about the State of Georgin? Is theve uny attempt there, since
volume buying does save money, for the State of Georgia to do the
purchasing for the school systems so that on foods over and above what
1sfn(\i| de nya';lahlc at tho avernge 7.6 cents is made available in the State
of (ieorgia' }

Miss Marix. Georgia is traditionally one of those States that be-
licves in local control and there is a strong feeling of opposition toward
any statewide program of scliool food service or étnte purchasing
for school {’00({ service. We have made no attempts to enter into a
statewide pnrehaging progrant and even if the USDA’s proposals to
allow the Stales to establizh a State purchaging program materialized,
T doubt if this would ever receive any attention m the State because of
two things. Most of the local superintendents wish to retain local con-
trol of the food purchasing and, the second thing, by having the pur-
chasing done at the local level. the purchasing is helpful to many
vendors: whereas if it were done at the State level, only a few vendors
would have the school food service business. This way. the school
®ood sorviee is a program that vendors, furmers, and everyone sup-
potis and believes in because it not only helps provide nutritious food
 Mr. Qe By thiat, it sounds as though they wonld like to have the
Tederal money given in cash so they eould help their own vendors, too.
I ean’t see the difference between the U.S, Department of Agricuitur-e
and vour State department of edueation. ,

Miss Marrty. It is o matter of degtee. The local superintendents
realize that there are cortain foods that tho.ly use in large quantities,
sucl as the staple foods the Departinent has been buying, the flour, the
prain Fmducts,‘ the dairy products, et cetern. They also appreciato the
fact that the USDA purchases quality foods. This sets a certain
standard of quality that loeal vendors must liveupto, )

Then the third thing, in a time of food shortages such as we have
encountered tliis year, the nvailability of donated foods has nsstired the
schools of having certain foods there at o certain time, whereas in some
parts of the State it was impossible to get delivery on certain items,
particularly protein items, , _

Mr, Quik. Couldn’t the State department also go out and buy the
proteing that it wanted? ”

" Miss Materin, Yes, they could; but if each State department, in the
Nation established its own purchasing procedures, then rather than
linving one national purchusing system as we now have through the
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food distribution program, we would have 50 different administrative
organizations purchasing, establishing inspection prograis, ¢t cetera.

So it just appears to those of us who have looked at this from the
school food service point of view—what I am about to say sounds
very dangerous—that there is less politics involved if you have one
national system of purchase and more objectivity than if you had 50
local State systems of purchasing.

Mr. Quir. That is the first T ever heard of less politics on the Federal
lovel than the Stato level. T see a lot of politics around here and in the
Department of Agriculture.

T[l find that you would like to have one national standard for the 7.6
cents worth of food. You have more than 50, there is a host out there,
so you have great variety. I am certain we are going to extend the
authority for the Department of Agriculture to buy commodities. As
the Depnrtment of Agriculture looks at ways where this could be
handled some Federal way, I think the Federal Government ought to
continue its financing at the level it has now,

T auin not talking of reducing Federal support for the:school lunch. I
am glad we have the esealator in there that so that as the cost of living
goes up, the Federnl Government continues to bear its share. But be-
yond that, there ought to be o means other than every school doing it
or letting the Federal Government do it.

The arguments you make ought to be for perhaps more local or State
control. T know there is politics involved and when you are not used
to working through the State, it gives you a little pause to think of
new people to work through. Nobody likes to do that, they like to work
where they have traditionally. But if there is a good argument to buy
in volume, and it scems there is, I will buy the figure you used, 10 to
11 cents, which secems pretty close to what it would be. If that is the
cnse, it seems the schools could save much more money if the State of
Georgin purchases it. , o

Just looking at Georgia’s problem and the clout that your school
food gervice people have in the Congress, I imagine it could be de-
veloped just as well in the State legislature. Those people like to get
reclected, too. )

Miss Marrin. I guess I shouldn’t get into discussing Georgia poli-
tricts and many of these distriets, are very small and have been very
inost, States have, I suppose. T think the fact we have 188 school dis-
tricts and many of these distriets are very small and have been very
reluetant to join forces across district lines for any other educational
serviees, Tt is hi ghl_T unlikely that this seement of education wonld he
perccived as something that should be centralized and coordingted

cither at the State or a larger district level when other aspects of

edueation have attempted to get this kind of coordination and liave not
been suceesstul in doing this.

T realize that theve is some ambiguity in what I am saying, where
I am indicating local control and still saying that I helieve that it is
fousible and advisable for the Department. to continue a patt of its
financinl assistance in the form of food distribution. T would coine
back to the three points: No, 1, that the Federal purchase of com-
maditios does sot o standard of quality for local sehool systems to use
in purchusing food § and second, wo nre nble to get greater value out of
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the commodities by maximizing the use of them. In Geovrgia we have
an extensive breadmaking program and we hardly buy any bread,
cakes, or cookies becanse the schools make those.

So we do believe it is advisable to continue this portion of the as-
sistance in the form of foods.

Mr. Qume. If the Federal Government should setile and become
much more generous and add another 8 cents for all lunches—some
people recommend we should pay for all lunches—do you think it
would be wise to add the amount that went to the purchase of com-
modities, or should we add that 8 eents to the increased cost of living
or cash contribution under section ¢

Miss Manrin, Your question is: 1f we were to get 8 cents plus the
present 10 plus 10 for section -+ and 7 for commodities, would we pre-
fer it in cash or commodities ¢

Mr. Quin. Yes.

Miss Marnin, That is n very provoeative question. I wonld think
that considering the present food shortages and the legislation that
wovides for cash in lieu of purchase of commodities, that it would be
vighly unlikely that the Department would be able to go out and buy
that (uantity of foods. Therefore I personally feel that it would be as
effectivo to the schools to have the ac%ditiona] 8 cents in the commodity
budget that would be included in cash in lieu of commodities if the
appropriate commodities could not be purchased.

M. Quir. So you prefer it in cash?

Miss Marrry, If the Department could purchase foods and 1aake
them available to the schools, we would be just as happy to have the
foods for the additional 8 cents.

M. Qure. That is putting an “if* on the Department, because you
know some years the Department hias less available. I mean, sometimes
there are less surpluses while at other times there are more. Suppose
people continually reduce their consumption of beef as they did last
sutnmer? We may have considerable increases in the purchase of beef
in the future and, then again, people’s diets might be such that they
increase their consnmption of beef and we thus have less available,

Without regard to the availability, could you answer whether you
prefer cash or conumodities on the additional amount?

Miss Maxrry, This is assuming the foods are available?

M. Qitie. Yes,
~ Miss Mawan, [think we wonld he happy to have the commoditics
because the schaols mnst serve o third of the child’s daily vequirenients
and the Departiient has demonstrated that it has the capacity to pur-
chase the foods that can be used by sehools, T the Department counld
provide 15 cents worth of commodities and 10 cents worth of cash, we
wotld be lappy to have 15 cents worth of commodities.

Mr. Qink, S’mv what about the 10 eents in eash? Do you think it
wottld be preferable that we shifted that to commodities?

Miss Manrrin, No, sir. I do not, for the simple renson that one of the
requirements of the type A meal, whether breakfast or lunch, is that it
must include o hatf-pint of milk, and right now many schools across
the Nation ave puving close to 10 conts for a half of pint of milk. The
10 cents cash is essential simply to purchase milk at the local level.

Mr. Quis, You pay substantially oiit of yonr loeal inoney then, too,
when you figure the 17 ot 18 cents yoit get in commodities and cash?

L
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Miss Marmin, That is correct, and the State is paying 5 cents per
meal to assist with the labor costs.

Mr. Quu. Let me ask yon u last question. If you had a choige be-
tween getting 11 cents in cash or the 7 cents in commiodities, which you
indicated was the amount it would cost you if you were to buy it
directly for the 11 cents, what would you prefer?

Miss Marrix. 1 would still prefer the legislation that we have, com-
modies to the extent the Department conld malke the purchases and the
difference between the amount that could be purchased in cash,

Mre, Quie. You would prefer then getting the commodities they
could provide, plus whatever is left of that 7.6 cents in cash?

Miss Marrin, Yos.

Tet mebe sure T understand. Wo arve speaking only of the funds
budgeied for commadities, we are not speaking of funds in section 414

Mr, Quir, 1t is my understanding there is abont 7.6 cents worth of
commodities purchased if they use their whole budget. That is, the
amount. of commodities that would be distributed. But if they don’t
nse the whole budget for commaodities, the remainder is distributed
in eash and the school may get a penny or two in cash.

Misg Mawois, That is correet,

M. Qi ‘This was to etther continue that or be able to continue
the total winount in eash. As it is now, the Department could buy
nothing if you get 7.6 cents in eash, but have the alternative to go to
11 cents i eash instead, You wonld prefer the commodities?

Miss Marris. T wonld prefer the 11 eents value budgeted for com-
maodities with the 'l)o!):n'tnwnt purchasing,

Me. Quus You can’t have it both ways,

Miss Mawrin, The Departinent pnrchasing those foods if possible
and making up the difference in cash,

Mr, Quik. I realize yon would rather have 11 cents rather than 7.6
cents, I should say 15 cents. the proposal has an additional 8 cents, If
vou have a choice bet ween the two, I gather you would prefer having
the commodities?

Miss Marrin. Yes,

A, Quie. Thank you. , )

Chairman Perkins, Thank you, Miss Martin, , )
~ Our next witness is Mr. Vern Carpenter, director of the Iowa School
Food Services. ,

M, Carvenrer. T will make a short summarized statement and my
prepared statement may be put in the record.

(“‘?m.ivi-nmn Prieins. That will be done without objection. A
My, Canvenrer. My name is Vern Carpenter fm(i I am State divec-
tor of school food service programs in Towa, I am here today not only
on behialf of our Nation's schoolchildren, but also on behalf of day
cate center children, Flend Start children, children heing fed in set-
tlement houses. churches and other service institutions, in summer
camps, children of migrant worlkers, senior citizens and persons fed
in disaster feeding programs. o ; ,

I also represent the Amervican School Food Service Association
and its 60,000 members comprised of school foed service personnel,
State sehool lunch directors and nutritionists and dietitians.

Mr, Chairman, I wish to thank the committee for the opportunity to
testify at this hearing today and also for the committee’s past support
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of ¢hild nutrition programs. Most recently, the passage of Public Law
93-150 last November provided, among other benelfits, increased Fed-
eral reimbursement rates and an esealator clanse. Schoolchildren
throughout the Nation have already benefited from your positive
action.

Further, the 11-cent purchase of commodities has stayed for the last
11 years. This is why we recommend a guarantee of commodities at the
10 cent level with an escalator clause. Distribution should be based on
performance. 1f you serve the meal, then you get the commodities.

We did discuss & moment ago the negative results that this GSDA
roposal could mean to schools that have been using comnmodities to the
est advantage. The USDA has mentioned a voucher system, The logis-

tics of having USDA vouchers mailed to school districts participating
in & child nutrition program appear gigantic in size unc{ comp]ica’teﬁ
in implementation. At this point of time their office is trying a com-
puterized method of mailing checks to the nonpublic schools in certain
States administered by the USDA. Information available is that they
are experiencing no little difliculty. This is also understandable.

I do not say this derisively. I point it out merely for comparison.
Anyone who was trying to do that and get it started would expe-

rience problems.

One alternative is for the USDA to issue an authorization to State
agencies to issue vouchers to each participating school. This procedure
might well require additional personnel in each State agency if each
State were required to, or if each State were asked but not required to,
have their centralized purchasing agent purchase these commodities.

I know what our State agency would say. They would say : *Fine,
furnish us the necessary manpower,” Writing food specifications is
most difficult. The aceounting required at the State level to nccount for
each voucher and establish and audit it wonld be extensive, even
though the time element were not considered. ,

We do not like to look at any proposal negatively. However, shoutd
fin existing system be jumped until a subsequent system has been out-
lined. discussed and thonght througin and yes, even tried on a pilot

lba..fgis? If the voucher system didn’t function initially, where would we
D

Another problem as we see it is this, Surpluses come and go and it is
possible that we conld have surpluses within a year, Lf anything is in
surplus, it is not where it is needed or it wouldn’t be in surplus: and
further, it must be moved and rvedistributed. This requires a distribu-
tion system. ,

This raises the question of a recent announcement by the USDA to
archase $16 million worth of beef, which we were most pleased to see

ccauise we need it. Incidentally, hog prices are down also. ITad all
States abolishied their distribution system, this purchase of $45 million
worth of bee# would have been futile, ,

In closing, our associntion does not consider child nutrition pro-
grams to be welfare programs. We beliove these programs should be
considored as directly henefiting children, although certainly parents
benefit indivectly, Welfare pnyments are made to adults or patents.
‘These are examples of how a taxpayet’s dollar clirectly benefits chil-
dren. A person needs only to observe a child eating lunch at school to
realize his tax dollars were for o worthy cause,

o
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A news item appearing Mareh 16, 1974, in the Des Moines Tribune
urwler the byline of David Iless, listed 22 poverty-related programs
that either have not been funded or were incorporated, transformed,
- transferred or delegated to another Federal agency.

We hope the child nntrition programs do not suffer the same fate.

Cutting off Government commodities could be the first step, A trans-
fer of child nutrition programs to the USDA could be the second step
and complete deemphasis could be the third and final step. So we are
here seeking your help and assistance in preventing this from hap-
ening,
! T have data with me concerning food prices of lunches, atéendant
food prices and such which I will be happy to present if time permits.
I will be happy to answer any questions.

[Complete statement follows:]

" PREPARED STATEMENT OF VERN CARPENTER, CHIEF, Scroor Foop SERVICES SECTION,
lowa DEPARTMENT OF PunLiC INSTRUCTION, ON BEHALF OF AMERICAN SCHOOL
Yoop SERVICE ASSOCIATION

My name ls Vern Carpenter and 1 am State Director of school food service
programs in Towa, I am here today not only on behalf of our natlon's school
chililren, but also on behalf of day-care center children , . . Head Start chil.
dren . . . chitdren being fed in settlement houses, churches, and other service
fin=titutions . . . In summer camps . . . children of mlgrant workers . . . senior
citizens . . . and percons fed in disaster feeding programs.

1 aigo represent the American $chool Food Service Assoclatlon and its 60,000
members comprised of school food service persannel, state school lunch directors,
and nutritionlsts and dietitlans.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the Committee for the opportunity to testify
at this hearing today. And nlxo, for the Commnitter's past support of child nutri-
tion programs. Moxt recently, the passage of DPublie Law 93-150 last. November
provided. among other benelits, Increased federal relmbursement rates and an
escatator elause, Sehool children throughout the nation have nlready benefitted
from your positive netion,

01 Decentber fi and 6, 1973, the Midwest State Directors were invited by the
17.8.0.A. to attend a meeting in Chicago. During this meeting it was explained
why the Administration was proposing that no government commodities be fur-
nished after June 20, 1974 The Adminictration’s desire was to get the USDA out
of the commodlty business, Similar USDA meetings were held in all reglons,

in brief, the explanation given wus that few surplus commodlties were avail-
able und few, If any commodities needed to be price supported, Among other con-
siderations, this caused State Directors to wonder whether to retalin thelr coi-
modity distribution systems within their respective state agencies after June 80,

1074,

Announcing that commoditles might not be available after June 30, 1974, may
have heen part of the Administration’s strategy beeause it was generally under-
stood that even though the law required a complete conversion to Food Stamps
by TJuly 1, 1974, this conversion might not be _.urely accomplished hy that date.
1f not accomplished by that date, some commodities would be needed for direct
disteibittlon and some for oversea's projects ns well, -

The question then arose whether the U.S.D.A. had budgeted for commodities
in their proposed budget for fiseal year 1975, Lhis information about the budget
could not be revenled by the U.8.D.A, to State Directors prior to the time the
budget wis released, which is understandable,
~ This proposal threatened & commodity valne income of at least 5% ceuts ner
funch to schools, It seemed that ahout 1%4 cents worth of emnmodities wotlld be
nssired nnder Section 6, but the 514 cents additional value normally furnished
tnder Sections 32 and 416 was in doubt, ; ] » o

Even thongh present lnw provides for cash in leu of a commodlt’; shortfaill it
does not provide for the originul 7-cents' wotth of commodities, The T-cenits worth
seews clearly to be the intent of the Congress but notlaw.

~After the TL.8.D.A.'s proposed budget for 1075 wag presented to the Congress, 1t
shiowed that $200,000,000 had been recomthended for commoditles, This amount is
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$23.7. million less than for F'Y 74. The USDA explained that less will be needed
because participation will be at a lower rate,

Bach year for the past several years we Midwest State Directors have been
trying to get the U.S.D.A, to reveal exactly how much of the amount appropriated
for commoditles was budgeted for each child nutrition program, It has not been
easy to obtain tals breakdown,

State Agencles need such a breakdown In order to allocate and distribute these
commodities to each participating school or service Institution on a fair and
equitable basis.

For example, it schools are budgeted 7-cents’ worth for each lunch served, this
should be known. If service institutions are budgeted a like amount, this should
be known, If service institutions are budgeted gnly 3-cents worth, but receive
7-cents’ worth, this reduces the 7-cents’ worth schiools should have received.

Consequently, the amounts presented hereln are not presented as exact budget
figures, 'They are, however, the iatest tigures presented at this writing,

1. An estimated 4 billion lunches at 7 cents equals $280,000,000,

2. An estimated 275 million breakfasts at 3 cents equals $8,250,000.

8. Anestimated 800 million meals in Special Food Service Program, for children
at .0058 cents equals $1,750,000. 'Lotal amount $200,000.000,

4, Summer Camps, none.

5. Senior Citlzens, none.

6. Disaster feeding, none.

7. Home economics classes, none, .

This observation is offered. If service institutions participating in the Special
Food Service Program are to receive only about one-half cent's coramodity value
per wenl served, their tenuous financial status will become far more shaky.

A similar question was raised about the U.S.D.A. budget when I testified before
the Senate Subcommittee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation leg-
islators on July 28, 1972, at which time the chairman asked the U.S.D.A. the
specific question. As I recall, their reply was that they had stocks on hand with
which to make up the difference. Questions are now raised whether they have
adequate stocks on hand and the exact value of commodities to be furnished serv-

- ice Institutions. .

~ There seems to be no way of finding out how much the U.8.D.A. wi.. wudget
for coumodities for F'Y 76, As our legislative comnmittee understands it, il funds
for commodities would not be budgeted, nbout 514 cents’ worth of our 7 cents’
worth of commodities would be lost, Likewice, as we view it, there would be no
cash in lieu of a shortfall because funds had not been budgeted.

Hence, our recommendation that the law be changed to specify the commodity
value for each program on 21 performance basis. : )
~ Another concern is Section 4(a) of Public Law 93-88 which expires June 30,
1974, This gave the Secretary of Agricuiture authority to purchase commodities
under Section 82 without regard to surplus and to furnish commodities under
Seotion 416 as well, We urge the Committee to extend the provisions of this
section of the law. B

This school year hns been a good commodity year, as we refer to it. For some
reason, school administrators and food service personnel voluntarily comnment
more favorably on the recelpt of commodities than the receipt of cash. See
Chatt No. 1. ) , o )

If ground heef were purchased now, it would be available for schools and
service Institutions when classes opened this fall because it usually takes from
three to four months before it Is delivered to schools after the U.S.D.A. starts
making offers tp buy. ) o o
A chart is attached showing the amount of beef purchased for Towa’s schools
for the past several years. Last school year, 1072-73, Iowa's schools received no
beef. See Chart No. 2. o
“This brings up the discussion of shortages or potential food shortages. Rather,
the potentinl shortage of specific food itemms, , , o
~Farm surpluses cume and go, Surpluses are seldom whers they are needed or
they svouldn't be in surplus. Suplus foods must b re-distributed which fequires
a workable distribution system. A distribution system is esential. The proposed
beef pifchase of $45,000,000 would be futile witliout a_distribution systein.

Beef producers are now stating they stand to lose $100 o $200 per head at
current inatket prices, The present outlook for heef prices and supply fof the
remainder of 1974 is for beef prices to decline and for the supply to lncredse at
least moderately, Incidentally, hog prices have declined reccatly.
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When beef prices drop sharply, farmers and producers either drop out and
quit producing beef or reduce the size of their herd. After this happens, beef
becomes in short supply and the price rises. After this happens, produders en-
large their herds and those who dropped out start producing beef ugain.

Which brings up the premise that if we wish to have an adequate supply at
reasonable prices, farmers and beef producers need to keep doing what they
have been doing—raising more beef. Otherwise, the resultant peaks and the
valleys in both price and supply.

According to an article in the Des Moincs Sunday Register, March 17, 1974,
under the byline of Don Muhm, farm editor, there may be a “disturbing drop”
in the number of cattle feeders in the four-state area of Iowa, Nebraska, South
Dakota, and Wyoming. '

It may take a while before this drop is reflected in ranch operations in South
Dakota, Wyoming, Nebraska, and in other states, but if thls trend continues it
will eventually be reflected in the supply and In the price. Another shortage of
a specific food item will have developed. )

This is why we contend the U.S.D.A. should purchase beef for child nutrition
programs aud other domestic feeding programs each year. Such purchases
might help form a floor in such valleys,

Anotler item of concern: The U.S.D.A. has stated that if they can “get out
of the commodity husiness” they would be willing to take the funds they would
would save through the decrease in commodity administrative costs and add it
to the present 7-cent value of commodities.

When asked, the U.8.D.A. stated their offer was not an attempt to save moncy
on their part. In onr opinlon, it follows that they much believe an additional
amount iy necessary and justified or it would not have been offered. This T-cent
value has remained stationnry for ut least three years without taking infla-
tlonary costs into consideration,
~ They have agreed to an escalator clause for commodities. The same Cost of
Eating Away from Home Index might be used. This is why we recommend a
commodity value for FY 1973 be established at 10.5 cents (the same as the cash
payment under Section 4 of NSLP) with the samc escalator clause.

We believe it would be advisable to consider a similar proviso for the break-
fast program and the specinl for service program.
~ This would make the total federal cash reimbursement and commodity value
for a free lunch to be:

Bectlon 4 (Ca8h) oo e ccimcccmcecmece———neoa—— 10, 50
Section 11 (eash)oo.._. et o 2 £t e e o 0 o s 0 ———— maneeae 47.25
R e 6175
In commodities...... e e 1 e e e 2 e o 002 e e o m 10. 50
Total Federal contribution for free lunch - 08.26

The amount of state cash reimbursement must be added to the 57.75¢ federal
cash, In lowa this amount of state reimbursement Is .0075¢ plus 3.36 cents. All
totaled this would be 01.86 cents. Practically all schools will be able to justify
receiving this 61.86G¢. See Chart No. 8. )

For the perlod July 1, 1973 through December 81, 1973, Iowa’s statewlde aver-
age lunch cost was 66.72 cents in addition to commodities used. Federal regula-
tions contain the provision that n school cannot be reimbursed more for a lunch
than the total cost of preparing and serving the lunch, Iowa's local schools coii-
tributed about 13 cents per lunch making a total state and local contribution of
1711 cents per free lunch.

Attached please find other charty listing:

a. No. of school districts serving reduced price menls (Chart No. 4).
~ b. Iiierease in reduced-price menls served during this school Year (Chart No.

6). o ,
¢, Jowa's average dnily participation July 1, 1073 through December 81, 1673,
(Chart No. ). , o o

d. Enfoliment of Iowa's public schools, 1978-74 school year. (Chart No. 7).
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e. Compirizon by percentage of value of USPA commodities, This reveals
Increases in prices of food ites (Chart No. Ny,

f. Avernge siudent lunch price for lowa, 197371 school year. (Chart No. 9).

Our Association does uor eonsider child nutrition programs to he welfare
programs. We betleve these programs shenld be considered as diveetty henefiting
~hildeen althongh ecertainly pavents benelit indivectly, These programs gare an
example of liow the raxpayers dollar diveetly benetits chilaren. A porson only

d needs to observe a child eating inneh at school 1o reatize his Gixes were spend for
s i worthy canse, - :

‘ A news article appearving Marel 16, 1974 i the Des Mojnes Pribune under the
H byline of Dravid Hess listed 22 poverty related programs that edther have not been

funded or were incorporited, transfoemed, transferved, or delegated to another
federal ageney.
¢ We hope the ehild nntrition programs do yot suffer the same fate. Cntting oif

1 government commodiiies ecild be the fivst step: a transter of ehild’ nutrition

: progreams from the UK. DAL could be the secoml step. Complote de-etiphasis conld
he the third and final step. .

; ~ We seek your lielp and assistance in preventing thiz from happening,

T have data with me concerning redunced-price lunches, attendance, fool costs,
and the like which I would be happy 1o present It yon desive and it time permits.
I would be happy to answer any questions,
SNate: Chavts Noo 1, 200, 6, and 9 were updated April 5 1971

CHART NO. 1
STATE OF 10WA, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, SCHOOL FOOD SERVICES SECTION, GRIMES STATE
i OFFICE BUILDING, DES MOINES, 10WA 50319

{Commaodilies allocated to the State (as per delivery orders and transfers) July 1, 1973 thru Mar. 15, 1974 approx.|

Value per Value
Commodity Unit Pounds pound per unit Total value

e e s ot o+ e mm e & et e a4 e e ) Aae mam - oo o6 ma— s -

Section 6 (schoots):

: Beef, ground, frozen No. 55....... ... 9,100 500. 500 $1.06 $58. 30 $530, 530.
f Chickens, frozen No. 30 . ........... . 32.400 972.000 .39 11.70 379,080
: Frankfurters, frozen No, 40._....... . 9,500 380. 000 e 28.40 269,800
. Potatoes, french fries, frozen No. 30....... 2.000 60. 000 A 14,20 28,400
: Sweet potaloes, syrup, canned No. 38.25.... 2,600 99, 450 .33 12,53 32,518
Subtotal....... .. cet it eenseene 55,600 2,011,950 .. ... ceeierecicteaas 1, 240, 388
| Section 32 and 416 (schools):
‘ Beans, baby limaNo.25...._. .. . .. 3,200 80. 000 .43 21,43 68, 576
| Beans, green canned No. 38.............. o399 151. 962 .20 1.44 29,753
3 Beans, green, frozen No. 30.. .. .......... 1.875 56. 450 .29 8.73 16, 359
| Beef, ground. frozen No. 55., . 7,000 385.000 1.06 58,30 408,160
‘ Butter, print No. 32.__ 27,598 729.5% 8 28,48 814,471
| Butter, print No. 36 . 1,038, 384 89 32.04 924, 162
i Cornmeal, yellow No. 50 2,126 106, 360 14 1.02 14,925
i Cranberry sauce, jellied No, 44.2...._..... 9,799 443,116 .24 10,87 104, 555
i Flour, A-P No. 50. ... ... . .. . ... 43,101 2,405, 050 A5 7.36 354,023
' Grapeteuit juice, canned No. 37.3.._.. ... 20,000 746,000 .16 6. 05 121,000
i MargarineNo. 30... . ..._.. ... _..... 24,320 729, 600 .39 11.55 280,896
Oats, rolled No. 36. . ... .......... .. 5,554 199. 914 .2 1.24 40,211
i Orange |uice, concentrated, frozen No. 30.. 47,490 1,424,700 .40 11.98 568, 930
i Peanut butter No. 41,25..... ............ 31,510 1,512. 480 .83 26.00 819. 260
! Pears, canned No. 43.5. ................. 8.689 377,912 )| 13.32 115,738
‘ Plums, purple, canned No. 45.. .. . . .. 2,800 126, 000 .21 9.58 26.8
i Poultry, honed, canned o, 43.5.. ....... , 500 369, 750 1.92 83.37 708, 645
| Rice No. 50..._... ... ... 85 159. 250 .49 4.68 78
' Salad olt No. 96.2. ..., ... 1.799 360, 314 .55 25. 32 197,471
' Shortening, vegetable oil N 8,379 418.950 .42 21,18 171,461
| Tomatoes, canncd No, 38.25... . 10.000 382, 5C0 .22 X 5,20
i Turkeys, frozen No. 43 average. .. 18.336 773.230 .67 28,81 528, 260
4 Wheat, rolled No. 36. . ..._... .. ...... 4,160 149, 760 .52 18.80 78, 288
| Peariut, granules No. 21. . ...... _...... 1,100 23,100 .19 16.60 18, 260
’ Sublotal . ........o. ... 3M3B4 13149148 ..o, 6,579,910
Grand total (schoolsy...... ........... 389,964 15,161,098 ... ... ...l 7. 820,298

|
i
|

Note; Values per pound and per unit wers cumguted by obtaining wholesale prices from 3 whalasalers loeag%d in Oes
Moines and taking an average of the 3, The ij es shown do not necessarily represent the bid pnce paid by the USDA when
pufchasln% the foord. In some instances the USDA may have purchased for a lesser price, but the values listed hereon show
a reasonable market value.
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CHART NO. 2
BEEF PRODNCTS RECEIVED BY IOWA SCHODL FOOD SERVICE, YEARS 1962-74, SUMMARY OF ALL BEEF COMMODITIES
Year Units Piunds Value
16, 100 885. 500. ﬂll)l 8938,630.8;)
16, 6 0 884, 500. 00 621 775 00
L e e e e e 16. 787 923, 285. 00
1969-70. ... ... il el 3),200  2,155.000.00 1271 040 00
1968-89. ... . ... e 23,600  1,293.000.00 765, 820, 00
1967-78... . ... . . . e e aeiies s 24,170 1.270,735.00 854, 640. 00
1966-67... .. oo i i eeee eiiiieiiieanas 30.178  1,490,051.00 897, 256. 00
VOB5-66.... . ... il e e eiiieieean. 27,070 1, 356.097.00 608, 919, 88
1964-B5. .. ... . 50,935 2, 777.41L..75 1,6695. 542,20
196364 ...... . e e e e e 20,932 1,155, 523.00 546, 280). 40
1962-€3........ e e i, eiiienn aea 10,185 587,038.00 226, 815. 20
+ None.
CHART ND. 3A
TYPE A LUNCH COST, JULY 1, l973, TD DECEMBER 31, 1973, STATEWlDE
Cents per
Amount lunch
Expenditures from schoul lunch tunds:
(3 SIl 429 351.10 35.20
Labor. ......... ....... e e e e aeeiiaien. C 9, 087. 26 17.86
Other.... .. ........ ..... e e e . L. . l 381 938, 42 4.26
18,610,376.78 5732
Estimated value of noncash expenditutes......................... ... .. ... .. 4,222,352.01 13.00
Total expenditures.......................... e e e e e.. .. 22,833,028.79 70.32
Y
Extra milk costs .. 750, 192. 31 2.31
School breakfastecost.......... .. .. 106, 877. 86 .33
Estimated a la carte costs .-. ... 311, 718.80 .96
Total UNBIIOWALIE COStS a e, . eunnr aeneee. ocasioneransacocecarcaacananeennannnn 1. 168,788.97 3.60
Total type A lunch eXpenditlres.. .e.eeeereeroeosasanas eeiiimieeaaeae... 21,664,239, 82 ........
Total type A lunches served: T T
Chiidren type A tunches......... ettt aeitetetseaaasseiaaaae et aeians 30.676,781 .. . . ..
Adults type Alunches. .. ...cceeeeeieieninennianens e eaeeaem e, 1,793,927 ........ ..
TotaltypeAlunches e e ereniaasieeieaie me e miaiee e - ’ 32 470, 708 |

Note: Type A lunch cast without Government commodities, 66.7Z cents.

CHART NO. 38
IOWA TYPE A LUNCH CDST, JULY 1, 1973, TD DEC. 31, 1973, STATEWIDE AVERAGE

Costs in
i cents

Less Less Less (324
extra school estimate  Type A lunch 708
Total milk breakfast a la carte expenduturos lunches)
Fool ... 11,429, 351 lO 760,192.31 68,163.13 311,718.80 10, 299 276.86  31.72
Labor. . ........... . ........ 5.793.082.26 ............ 34,024.09 ............ 5.765,063.17 17.75
Other... ... ... l.38| 938 42 e.e.. 4,690,864 ............ 1,31.241. 78 4.2
e s 18.610.376.78 750, 192.31 106.877.86 311,718.80 17 4&1 587, 8] 53.12
Noncash expenditure. . L a222.652.00 e e ,652.0 13.00
Totaleo... ...l . 22, $33,028.79 750.192.31 106,877, 86 3178, 80 21.664.239. 82 66.72
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23
COMPARISON

School period S(zlwol peuod
July 1972 1o July 1973 to Cents Percent
December l972 December 1973 increzsed increased
(cents) (cents) or vecrease of decrease
FOOU . . ooeis i e e e 26. 42 nn 5. 30 420, 1
Labor............... e eeee aaas .. 16.79 12.75 +-.96 +5.7
11 O P 3.92 4.25 +.33 +8.4
TOW. e Co a3 s 1659 a0
Hongash expenditure. .. ... .. .. . . 12.64 13.00 +.36 +2.8

Tolal.. oo 5.77 66. 72 +6. 95 +11.6

- e e b

Chart No. 4
lown:

Scptember 1073: Amount
Number of school disteicts serving hoth free aud reduced.price
IICALS o e e e e mm e em e et m e et ——— 204
Number of school distriets serving hon weals but not reduced-
PEICe IO N o o e e e 17

Januuary 1974
Number of school districts serving both free uund reduced-price

IS o e e e cmmm— e ammmmm e e a—am e m——— $1
Namber of school districts serving free menls but uot reduced-

Price mendy . e v e mmm———m—n———— 131
Number of districts that started serving reduced-price meals nfter

173% change become effective Januavy §, 1074 . .. 16

During the 1972-78 school year, all schouol distriets served both free and
redueed-priee menls.

CHART NO. 5
I0WA FREE LUNCHES AVERAGE DAILY FREE LUNCHES

School School Percent
gear gar  Decrease decrease
197273 1973-74 per day per day

Month:
September . _ . . 53,675 53,065 --610 -1.14
October . ... L . 60, 304 52.318 -2,986 —-4,95
MNovember... . L - . 60, 049 57, 365 ~-2.684 -4,47
December. . . . o . 59.927 57,115 -2,812 4,69
Janvary.. ... . . . . . 60, 539 57,213 -3.326 ~5.49
Febvuary o - . L 61.764 56, 106 -5, 658 -9.16
REDUGED PRIN LUNCHES, AYERAGE DAILY REDUCED PRICE LUNGNES

Percent
School School Ingrease  incréase ot
) lw yeat ot decrease decrease
1972-73 1973-74 per day per day
MomSh;t fibe 2,192 2,085 107 4,88

yeptember . 134 s - --4,
October, R . . . . 2,138 2.865 +121 134, So
Novemiber.... .. . . .. L 2,210 2.914 4704 + 31,86
December. . 2.195 2,891 696 L3171
January.. 2,183 3,049 -+-886 +40. 96
I-ebfuary 1.811 3,185 +1.374 75,87
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CHART NO. 6
IOWA AVERAGE DAILY PARTICIPATION, PERCENT OF AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE
July 1, 1972 July 1,1973
thvou§h through Percent
Dee. 31,1972 Dec, 31, 1973 increase.
(percent) (poicent) dectease
Schools:

Senior high schools........ e e e 52.82 43.00 +2.18
Junior-senior high schoo!s. e eetea e 17.16 76.20 ~1.26
Junior high schools, . .. 74,32 75.60 +1.69

Elementary schools.. ... . reeeter teaeeeiaaeas e 71.80 70.02 -2.5
Spacial edUCHlioN SCHOOIS. . . covvteenerirntnneansannnacn. 83,50 79.13 ~5,55
K-12schools. .... . .coovieiiiiunnnicnnn eveineeaes 8i.42 80.84 - 72
TOUL. . oo e, T §9.79 12

The nbove chart shows that average dally participation (so fur this year) :

1. Increased in senlor high schouis from 52.829% up to 649 == +2,18¢5,

Q Decl‘i’.‘l“d fn junior-senior high schools 77.10¢% down to 76.209, ==
—1.641,%0

3. Inereased in junior high schools 703296 up to 73.6050 = +-1.69%%,

4, Decrgnw(l appreclably In elementary schools 71.809% down to T0.02¢45=
- 2.54¢%.

i, Overall participation: decreased —.72%.

Considering thig in its entirety, it is not too severe becitnse a number of schools
incrensad theie lnneh prices iast fall, Conversely, it hehl ap this well becanse the
inrge percentage of schools did not inerense student Innch prices.

During last schiool yvear siudent lunch prices average 87.02 cents compared to
41,60 cents for this school year (up 3.78 cents).,

Student partietpation for the month of December, 1973, however, wis at an all
time high of 7004 percent, Student particlpation Lor February dropped gharply
hecause of a high rate of incidence of influenza thronghoui the state,

Chart No. 7

Towa's nonpublic school enrollment, 197374 Schools
1.000 or 100r€. e ettt e et e e i
500 to 1000, ... ___.__. . ————— e ——————— . 20
300 t0 K00 .o .. e e e eeeeen 3B
000 £0 BNV o e e 40
100 to 200..-.. ______________________ e e e e B8
D0 TOD. et emeee e e e s e i m e ——— bt 76

POURY e e e e nams - —————————— R - 267

Towew's publie sehool :hxh iet envollment: Schoot districta

100 to 200...... e e e ———————— emmma————— ]

Q0080 800 oo . on
300 to nOO_”_...H-M--._,...“. e i m e o e i mmnm e 106
00 10 T80 o e e e e e i e e mmemaaae 100

‘-'0 t‘) 1 000 ................................... e et he e e - 7'
1.000 to 1. 00 . o e e s fl
LS00 60 2000, o o e e e 9T
2,000 to 3,000.._.. .. e m ime a—s - et — 31
2000 up..._o.o.. e e e e e 20

POLO e e e e e m et e m e —————— JOSPY: 11} |

Only 7 «chonl distriets have an enrollment nbove 10,000,
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CHART NO. 8
COMPARISON BY PERCEMTAGE OF VALUE FOR USDA COMMODITIES
1972.7%
. valug
Commodity per unit
Applesauce No, 40,5, ... ....ooit ettt iiiiie i ieeeieeeeieas 6.88
Apples, sliced No. 36. ... ..ot it e Ceees 9.36
Apricots, canned N0. 40....................coiiiiiiana... e 11.20
Apples, trash No. dD. ... ... oo e, e 6.00
Beans, red Kidney No. 80.. ... .o oot i 9.00
Beans, red kidney Ne. 100 . . ceeereaas 12.00
Beans, baby lima No. 50.... 11.00
Beans, groat northern No. 50 . 10.00
Beans, dry pea No. 100. ... 20.00
Beans, dry jea No. 50 . ...... . 10.00
Beans, gréen canned No. 38..... ... ... ... i eiiieiiiiien .. .. 6.84
Boans, frozen 80,30, . ..ieeen i e 6.92
Beans, dry pinto NO. 80.. ..o i i e 8.50
cans, dry pinteNo. 100........ .. ... ...l e eebeeeateeaees 16. 41
eel, groundifrozen No. 55.... ... cooiieiii i 46.7%
Butler, print NO. 32 ... oo e e e 21.20
Butler, print No 30.. ... Lo e L 25.50
Bitier, PHOUNG. 3B, . ..o oveie it et e 30.60
Heef, palties trozen NO. 30........ . ... i uiiieerniiiniaeeiaainnnnnns 30.00
Beef, In natural juice No. 43,8, .. . L lllIII I 45,55
Cheese, natural cheddar No. 42 . 33.18
Cheese, processed No. 30, .. 24,00
Cherries, red pilted No.40.. 10.24
Gorn, canned 140. 39.75, ... 6.30
Cornmeal, yellow No. 50, . ... e 6.00
Chicken, frozen No, 30....... . .l il . 110
Corn, canmBd NO. 28, . .. ittt ieiiie e tenraraeeans 4.34
Cranherries, frash NO, 28, . ooo.. vt iveeraiinnneeserontoneecnnsneinnnnn 5.9%
Cranberry SaucB NO. 842 ... . . i ittt iatrrioaaenraneiraanaanasse ...
Eggs, driBd NO. 18, .0 . ctiiiiiiiiiieiisrnraisecouuasssssrrorarsannsnnnns 17.64
Flous, all-putpose NO. 80...e . veeriieiiiiienieiitunniinnnneraenecsaans 4.50
Fruit Goctail Mo 418, .o vuusn i it 1.85
Grapefruit sections NO. 378, ... . . i ittt et iiiianaan 12.00
Grapetiult juica No, 80.......... ..o i 470
Grape Juied NO. 38.6.. .o uiuiieeiiinieiireinniiciraeaannnainrraens . 8.8
He ey, processed No. 30 e e es 16. 16
fieat, lunciicon Mo. 45 36.00
Milk, dry No. 54..... 32.40
Margarine No. 30. . 4.98
ats, rolled Mo, 36.. ... 1.92
QOlives, rife No. 19.5............... .. 14.83
Orange Juice, frezen N0 30.. ... oo o e e 12.00
“gaches, canned No. 40....oe e it e cieeiereee i aa 9.20
Peanut bultor No. A1.26................. et e eeceeaeieerecereaieeeen 17.14
Poars, caniad He. 40. ... o ittt iiar e e, 10.00
Paas, Breen Mo 40, ..ot ey i iieeeseaaaea. 6. 55
Plufing, PURPIE NO. AL, o et ettt ettt e iir et eianaeet .01
Paas, diy split No. 80............... e et iiieiteteeiaeeiece et eaiaan 1. 52
Peanut bulter Mo, 48, ... . i iiiiiiieitieeaeierieanaaas 20. 6
Pineappls, ¢annad Mo. 8LA. ... Lo . L L eeiiees 9,95
Paats, tresh ¢'Anjou:No. 45, . .. 115
Potatoss, French fries No. 30. 6.00
Potatoes, dehydrated Mo. 15. 1.50
Peos. cannad No.24........ 5. 11
Poultry, ¢ann 3d boned No. 435, .. 45,24
Roisins No. 48, ... ... ool 20120
RIGO N0 B0, u e iianeeetet ittt et iierae e eara e .00
Salad Ol NO. AGL2. o or v ciee e e e eeeeeeiinnninanen 13.86
Shortaning vegetable oil No. 36.......... .. . e, 12.90
Sweet potatoes, dehydrated N0, 23.25 .. ... L .. .. . i, 17.90
Sweet potatoes, syrup No. 3825, ..., Ll e, 7.65
Tomatoes, canfed No. 38.25..... ......... .......... eeeieesrieaianas 1.9
Totalo, pasté No. 41.62..... et eeiaeeee e e e . 10 67
Turkays, fro2ai NO. 43 ... ... L Lih e e e 18.92
Short mnﬁi voﬁ@!abla 0 MO 80, cove i 11.50
Wheat, rolled NO. 35. ... ... vt e .64
Frankfurters (71 conts parpound)............ ol ceeeie.. L. i e

1973-74
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10WA. COMMODITIES FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Lunches  Commadity
Cash in and value per
Commolity liey of Total  breakiasts lunch
School year value shorttall comnmodities served (cents)
|1 S P $6.089,3€V .. .. ...... $6.089,361 67,820,173 8.98
(Y A B . PN 6,788,801 .. ..... ... £,738,801 70,441,257 9,63
1972-7300u.ene. B 4,988 588 §'.187,232 6,175,820 70,364,883 8.718
1973-74 (ProjectBd). ceeeverereiraneniannneneens 6,975,705 ._........ .. 6,975,705 70,681,478 9,87
Chart No, O
fowe, student lunch price Cents

Febroary 1974 average lunch price. ..o imnce e 41. 65
Schoot year 1072-73 average el pricCaa oovamman e —————— e 3702
INCPEASE cooommnncmmccm o mmmmm e e e e ———————— +-8. 74
THOPUMABE oo e e a e mcmmmm e meteam e o mmm <t —m b m e +4-0. 84
Student lunch price Number of districts Numbher of butldinga

30 8 48

k1) 86 261

40 246 679

R H] an 500

50 B3] 1564

“l.\in':‘lv:: All student luneh prlees are not shown suel as 37 cents, ete.—jurt those nost
ypleal

Chairnan Perkiss, It is my understanding that the Depavtment of
Agriculture purchases food items directly from nwjor processors for
the school lunch program, ‘These purchases have im-.lnclo(t for example,
eanned fruits amd vegetables, poultry items and ground beef, School
lunch programs. on the other hand. purchase primarily from institu-
tional wholesalers, In rurnl areas they ave very likely to purchase their
food supplies from retailers,

Do you have any idea of the price differentinl between the processor
lovel. the wholesale level, nnd the retail level for the Tood items T have
mentioned?

Mr, Carvesrit, Mre, Chairman, 1 have tried to get some of those
ficures heenuse 1 antieipated this question. The difliculty is this, In
ni',nmm-.g it. for example, if the govertment purehases ground beef.
whicl is exeellent in quality and inay be less 20 pereent fat, they may
puichnse it for 92 cents, which we did. ;

We nskod soveral sehools what they had to pay for it, Sote indicated
they hid paid morve, some indicated they had paid siightly less. The
diflienlty is in compaving like irems, For vxmnpllo. if they sav they can
gel it {or 71 cents, it may have move fat or some testured vegetable
pratein in it. So it is most diflicult to compare u similar item.

During my years of experience we have worked long and hard to
get away from the smaller distriets paying the old cost plus 10 per-
cent, I Towa, Tor example, we have 131 distriets and 2,025 schools.
Only seven of our districts have an enrollment of over 10000 pupils
ands if we were to consider Minnesota, Sonth Dakota, North Dakota.
Uiah. Ldaho, some of those ave in the same situation so far as having
numerons sl schools,

Chairman Peticess, Thank you very muceh,

M. Quie.

M, Qe Thank vou, Mre. Chairn an,
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What do you view the purchuse ol beef to mean to your school ?

Mr, Carvexten, 1 beg your pardon ?

M. Quis: The veeent purchase of beet that will be made available,
what tloes that mean to your schools as fur as the value?

Me, Cageeseer. We equated this as if we are to receive about the
same number of pounds ol ground beel that we did during this school
year, The previous school vear we received no ground beef, this year
abont a 10-day snpply and, as we equate the 50 million pounds that
the $£5 million may purchase, that would mean about 10 days® supply
of 2 ounces of cooked weight for cach ehild,

Mr. Quik. When do you expect to receive it?

My, Carvextrer, We are very hopeful and pleased that they started
out to buy it. ‘T'he rimor has it that one of the first purchases has been
made and deliveries might start on July 7.

Well, typically most of the meat items are received in the second
semester. I recall that you were a former bourd member, T'ypically
we tegeive the meats in the second semester, This would switeh tlns
o and et sowe of the meats there, the red meat at the beginning
of the school vear, So. we ave very hopeful that the deliveries will be
in July and August, ready for when school starts,

[ o suee the committee recalls the diftieult v some of the schools ex-
pevienced last vear with the nonavailability of certuin school itemns,
bt it all worked out, ,

Me, Quie, Do vou have any summer feeding progrms?

Mr. Carvesrer, We do have sunmer feeding programs and we do
acdiminister it. I didn’t read into the record the problein that we are
experiencing there and the USDA isaware of it,

We lave been trying for several years to find ont from the USDA
exactly how mueh of this mmnonnt they appropriate from Federal
funds, Neat vear £200 million is proposed. We have tried to get break-
downs to alloeate and distribnte these commodities to each participat-
ing school in the smmumer programs on a fair and equitable basis, If
the sehool’s budgeted amonnt should be 7 eents, we s,mul(‘l know this.
LE it is 3 conts for breakfust, we should know that so when we receive
these commoditios we ean make certain the schoolg get the commodities,

If we don't, we will do what every other school superintendent does.
They will come in and say are we getting our fair sharve? (onse-
quently the amounts T am about to read are not presented as exact
burget tignres, ‘They are the latest fignres that have been presented at
this time that T know of,

The USDXN estimated 1 hillion lunches at 7 cents, which is $280 mil-
lon: an estimated 207 million hreakfasts at ®8.250,000¢ and an esti-
mated 500 million meals in gpecial food programs for children at
$1,750,000, 1 obtained this by subtracting the other two, Using the
firgt two Lignres [ gave, the 7 cents for the luneh program and 8 cents
for the breakfast program, the specinl foods service progris, the
simmer program vou mentioned and the vear-vound program nre
going to get less than one-half of 1 eent worth of commaodities,

Thig observation is offered that if these day enre conters, sottlement
houses and the like participating in that special food progeam are
recoiving only about one-half cent worth of commodities, their finan.
cial sitnation is going to be far more shaky than ever,
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Mr. Quix. Buck to the question of the beef, if it docs became avail-
albleftlm Tth of July, \\'(\lllh any go in the summer or would it all goin
the fall? :

| Mr. Carpentrr. It would be difficult by that time. Many of these
! programs would have started by June, some will be closing and so on.
Aftor we recoive them, it is about another 10 or 15 days before thoy
ave delivered. so that puts it into August when most are closing.

I am sorry I didu't answer vour question specifically that you
wanted to kuow,

Mr. Quie. Since most is made available for fall feeding, will it

likelv bo fod up right after the school year, say the fivst 10 davs of
school? Would it be fed up or carrvied along a way so it would be
added into the menu from time to time?
: Mr. Carernter. Added into the menu from time to time because of
' the variety that is needed. T am sure you are nware this will not all be
used for hamburgers or heefhurgers. 16 will be spread over a longer
perind than 10 days.

Mr. Quin. Tf no more were pucchazed. it would be used up in the
first semester of the school year?

Mr. Careesrrr. Yos, easily, The schools and service institutions
: will have to buy a great amount more than this,

; M. Quie. Now this is kept in freezers, is that corrvect.?

Mr, Careexrer. Yos,

Me, Qe Until it is ready to go?

My, CanveNter Yes,

v, Qe Who pavs for the cost of storage between the time it is
delivered from the T'SDA?

M Carvexrer. A fter it is delivered by the TUSDA to the State and
we do not have State warehouser, we negotiate a _contract, Onee it
arrives in the warehorge, there is a nominal fee intil it is delivered to
the gsehonl building: o nominal fee which covers storage, warehousing
i and out and the like.

Me, Qv Who pavs for that?

M. Caneexeren The sehool system.

M Qeere, Thank vou. Mr. Chairman, . A

Chairman Prriivs, Our next witness is Mrs, Mary 8, Dillard.
sohool Tuneh direetor, High Point City Schools, High Point, N.C.

STATEMENT OF MARY S. DTLLARD. SCHOOL LUNCH DIREC" 'R,

HIGH POINT CITY SCHOOLS. HIGH POINT, N.C.
CMus, Duceari, Lam Mary Dillaed, Direetor of School Food Services,
High Point City Schools, High Point. N.C\

[ appreciate the opportunity to appear before this honorable com-
mittee to offor my comments in support of the efforts to retain com-
modity (donatod) foods to the National School Taneh program by
securing passnge of TLR, 18168, '

1 feel Detraved, sold for 30 pieces of silver, The “carrot™ offered by
Mr. Youtter enn only be constriied ag a Judas kiss, In the beginning
the farm surpliges wore a voke to its governing ageney and sehool
luneh support wag horn, Not to really build a sound vehicle for de-
veloping the healthiest ehildren in the world, but as an afterthonght—
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a dumping ground. From these morsels (inclnding, believe it or not,
ril')le olives) a 1giant grew with real purpose and real integrity,

‘he school lunch program has grown steadily, slowly, agonizingly
despite many odds. And now the shoo is on the other foot. School
hunch needs the Agriculture Department. The surplus today is chil-

dren-—yours and mine, American children, black, white, red, and yel- -

low. They are beautiful. They ave onr hope, the reason for it all. They
deserve the best we have, Not just the poor child or the rich child, but
all children must equally shave in the glory of health or all else we
plan for them is nothing. .

Let’s consider priorities. It is difficult to justify (Yriontles of a gov-
ernment that subsidizes aircraft building, railroads and the agricul-

ture industry when they needed it, not to mention vast funding of
cost overruns on [l)ractlcally every defense venture, only to deny flour
C

for bread to feed the Nation’s children. School lunch is not being
allowed an overrun or enough to stay even, butn cutback in the face of
mounting costs. School lunch is not perfect, but we have come a long
way.

he massive investment of State and local finances to build facilit.es
goared to handle commodities, in fact built around them, should not
and must not be abandoned because of the whim (they call it “strat-
egy”) of our erstwhile benefactors.

t is very simple, gentlemen. If the commodity program is termi-
nated, it will be the beginning of the end for the sc 100l lnnch. Money.
in lieu of commoditics is just a sugar-coated pill. The expertise of
USDA is such that that not one of our local systems can come close
to matching their buying power and volume.

In North Carolina more '’ ~n 80 percent of the school children
participate in the program, of  ‘ch more than 45 percent are free
or reduced meals. The North Carolina Board of Education and the
State Superintendent of Public Instruction support school food serv-
ices as an integral part of education, and the State legisiators provide
$2.5 million annnally plus the cost of State administration to con-
tinue the program. %c ool lunch is indeed a way of life in North
Carolina. In fact, every school except one, a small school on isolated
Okrocoke Island, has food service. The children on Okrocoke fortu-
nately live close enough to walkhome.
~ Consider, as a fair comparison, that North Carolina is a typical
State. We have a thriving urban area in the center of the State, but
the far east and the far west are rural, isolated areas. Qur urban areas
have developed sound centralized systems. Qur purchasing is quite
sophistieate(!l), but the isolated areas do not have the opportunity to
secure good buys or best buys. Their need is the greatest and their
resotirces the least, It is my conviction that there are many move areas
in this great country liko the lntter. ; A

We don't have funds to secure Federal inspection to secure consistent
quality and wholesomeness. Indeed, I am proud of the quality and
goodness of the many commodities upon which we now depend.

In my local unit we have experienced all the increases—food, labor,
energy and miscellaneous costs. How have we coped with this? We are
training and retraining our workets, Ten years ago we had 135 workers
gerving 6000 children§ today we have 95 workers serving 7,600 chil-
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dren. We bake 95 percent of our breads and desserts. We prepare meals

not only for the school program, but also for: Developmental day care

programs, Head Start, day care for handicapped children, meals for
~ the elderly, and summer nutritional programs.

And this approach is spreading to the advantage of all. T have a
S})ecial satisfaction (call it hope) in being able to sugﬁply lunches for
these programs in our city for we are teaching chilidren long before |

they reach school age to eat (and they really are) the foods that can :
best develop their minds and bodies.
Well, we have reached another consideration—teaching nutrition. )
Cut our support? We need more. We must not only offer a balanced
diet, we must concentrate on teaching the children to eat it. We need “
a ground swell of determined efforts to produce the healthiest Nation |
'on earth. The dividends are guaranteed—in production, in lower medi- i
care and medicaid costs, in the quality of life for all. ;
We believe. We pledge our continued dedication to a better wa
and a better life through better nutrition. ‘Tell Mr. Yeutter we will
take the carrots (real ones) and the peas and the flour and all the rest,
and we will not be bought for 30 pieces of silver. : ,
This testimony represents the thinking of my own person and the
State Food Service Association of North Carolina.,
[Copy of January 25, 1974, memo from U.S.D.A. Associate Secre-
tary Clayton Yeutter to Agriculture Secretary Earl L. Butz referred
to follows:]

DEPARTMENT OF AURICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

) Washington, D.C., January 25, 1974,
To: Secretary Butz.

Subject : Commodity Procurement.
General Background :

1. Purchasing ts handled by: (1) AMS under the Section 82 surplus removal
program, with distribution by FNS to both family and child nutrition (school
lunch and breakfast) programs; (2) AMS under Section 6, which is not limited
to surplus removal, with distribution by FNS only to child nutrition programs;
and (3) ASCS under Section 416 for price support purchases, with distributipn
under P.I. 480 and other foreign distribution programs, and also by FNS to
both family and child nutrition recipients.

2, There is some additionat distribution to (1) institutions, primapily chari-
tanle entities; and (2) specialized groups such as pregnant and lactating <vomen
and small childrens as well as distribution in emergencies, such as floods.

3. A preliminary evaluation by Dr, Paarlberg's staff indicates that benefits to
producers from our surplus removal efforty have not been great. The exception
is In some of the specialty crops. primarily tn Culifornia and Florida, where
elimination of the program would be strongly oppnsetd. )

4, A possible alternatlve to these programs, if and when surpluses develop fn
future rears, would be a voucher system. There is some precedent. for this; ih
essence. food stamps are vouchers, though they need not be used for specifle
frodg. And we are now using vouchers, applicable oniy to certain specified foods,
in two of our supplemental feeding prograus (e.g., WIC), But the ramifications
of thoe much broader use envisloned here have not vet heen fesentched. )

5. AMS, FNS and some of Assistant Sccretary Wright's staff have develo
a study proposal which would encompass the voucher alternative and a fumber
of other aspects of this program. This proposal is being held in abeyanee penid-
ing our tmmediate policy dectsions. ] , o

6. Senator MeGovern ahd a numbet of other libetals in that body, fepresenting
both parties, have just introduced legistation that would fequire us to maintatn
all mie commodity procurement progeams at no less than present levels. )

7. I'he school feeding lohby s strongly opposed to tefmination of eominodity
‘procuretnent for child nutrition, The primary reason is that they wish to avold
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transfer of the child nutrition programs to HEW, They believe that if they can T
keep a USDA procurement program going, this will strengthen their hand in {
resisting a transfer of the distribution system (FNS). i
8. We will phase out most of the family procurement programs by June 30 of
this year, as required by the 1973 Farm Bill. Exceptions will be: *uerto Rico, !
perhaps a few counties in the U.S., and perhaps the Indian reservations, It will
take most of I'Y 75 to get the “exceptions” on food stumps. -
We have one supplemental feeding program which involves commodities ; this !
too will continue in FY 75, but probably could be phased into WIC—a voucher
program—in ¥Y- 76,
Thus, the only remaining commodity programs in FY 76, 1.e, on July 1, 1975, !
:lvloulg)be {1) child nutrition; (2) institutions; and (3) P.L. 480 and other foreign i
stribuiion, i

Recommendations:
1. All out opposition to the McGovern legislation.'If it should pass, we'll be in j
the commodity procuremen: business forever. :
2, A gradual phase down (and hopefully phase out) of existing procurement !
and distribution programs during FY 75. As discussed above, this is already 3
planned for the family programs, and can easily be done in the supplemental
programs, Distribution to institutions should be phased down as much as possible,
thereby minimizing the flak that will be recelved if and when complete termina-
tion takes place, i.e., on June 80, 1975. Distribution to the schools should be
redueed dramatically, and the shortfall replaced by cash, as is already permitted
by 1aw. This teo will reduce the shock if distribution is completely terminated on
June 80, 1975. It probably is too early to determine whether foreign distribution
can also be terminated at that time,
3. An objective of complete termination and disbanding of these programs on
June 30. 1975. This can be done by administrative action, if the pending McGovern
and similar legislation caa be forestalied. :
There will be some difficulty in terminating help to institutions, but this can
be overcome. The much more diffienlt battle will be with the child nutrition lobby,
Our strategy chould be to: (1) convince them that they will be hurt little, if any,
by a changeover from commodities to cash ; and (2) provide an adequate carrot in
the form of cash to at least diminish their opposition,
Foreign distribution should also be evaluated at that time.
4, In the interim, the voucher alternative for surplus removal should be eare-
fully studied and readied for implementation if needed. Otherwise, we're liable
to be forced back into the commiodity procurement business if and *hen surpluses
develop. The Section 32 removal authority will still be on th2 books, and the
Department would probably be forced to use it unless % voucher or some other
alternative is available,
€ AvvoN YEUTTER,
Asvistant Secretary.

Chairman Prrrins. Thank you very ianch fmr ar excellent state-
ment.

Do you have any questions, Charles?

M. Rancrirrs. No.

Chairman Prriing. Thank you very mach,

Our next witness is Mr. ,Julius Jacohs.

STATEMENT OF SULIUS JACOBS, DIRECTOR. §7H00L LUNCH
PROGRAM, NEW YORK CITY BOARD OF E., JCATION
Mr. Jacons, Mr. Chairman, T am very pieaced to appear before this
committee to give testimony in SlTlP{mrt of H.RR. 13168, Tt is the belief
of the New York City Board of Education that it is sheclutely neces-
sary that commodities continue to be purchased for the sehool lunch
progiam. The New York City Board of Education recpived «pproxi-
mately $5.2 million in commodities and cash during fseal year 1972-

(43

5. We expeet to receive approximately $5.4 million this year,




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 32

This level of support to the school lunch program in New York
City nets out to over 6 cents per lunch, In view of the rumaway infla-
tion that we have been experviencing with food items leading the way,
we find it rather distressing that the Federal Government is at least
considering withdrawing this very important commitment to school-
children of our Nation.

While the commodity program is not perfect, it has over the vears
provided very good quality food and has in many cases made the dif-
ference in providing a bare minimum lunch and an improved lunch
for millions of children,

We have estimated in New York City it would cost us abhout. $1.30
for each $1 of donated commodity made available by TSDA, We also
feel the actnal purchase of commodities for the school lunch program
is one way of assuring we get food for the lunch program and that
beeanse of other priovities and other pressures in a place such as New
York, having cash and no commodities does not assure us that there
will nctually he food made available to children from these funds.

Hence we think it wonld be possible and maybe even probable that
the impact upon the quality of “food on the plate” of children wonld
he adversely affected were the commiodity program withdrawn and re-
placed by a voucher system for eash only.

While mv comments represent the thinking of the New York Citv
Board of Fdueation, certainly in my travels and vy contact T would
like to think it represents the majority thinking of food service direc-
iorsand people in large urban areas,

T have some information available in rezard to the Innch program in
New York City and T would be very happy to answer any questions
that youw mayv have,

Chairman Prricins. Do you feel that this program should be ex-
tended for 1 or 2 vears? -

Mr. Jacons, Yes, we feel it should be extended.

Chairman Prrirns. Mr. Quie. any questions? )

Mr, Quie. T would like to ask the same questions that T asked Miss
Martin beforehand regarding additional money. Really what I want
to find out is if that 7 cents is the optimum figure to which yon get com-
madities, T[ the Federal Government was going to increase any share
of schocl limehes, would yon sooner have commodities increased or
en<h for the additional amounts? o »

Mr. Jacons, Tn our partienlar situation we feel we would benefit
much greater if the commaoditics were actually purchased and made
available to us, hopefully early enough during the year so we could
plan,and hopefully they would come in such time as we could use them
and take full advantage of them and not have prolonged costs for
storage and thistype of thing, which sometimes affects the effects these
eommadities ean have on a large program,.

Mr, Qure. Would you prefer that any of the eash that is now heing
made available be shifted to Government purchnsing of commodities
and d‘i;:t ributed to you rather than giving you 10 cents in eash in see-
tion 47

Mr, Jacons, No, we sort. of feel that the commodity program does
two things. No. 1. it establishes ecrtain lovels of quality and. therefore,
wo ean aim at it, But so far as shifting, if T understand vour question,
some funds ean he made available under seetion 4 and other sections.
But T wouldn't propose that,
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Mr. Quie. You think it is the optimum mix now ? .

Mr. Jacons, Yes. The amount of money we could be talking of con-
ceivably could be snch that whether the Department is capable of doing
this could be a question. We would prefer to sce that the commodity
program as it is be continned and, as 1 said, hopefully improved to
the point that we could get those commodities that are to be purchased
and distributed to us at the local level in suflicient time that we could
nse them within n reasonable peviod of time and not have these pro-
longed storage charges.

Mr. Quir. You think it is a pretty optimnm mix now, 7 cents com--

modities and 10 cents in cash in section 4¢ Wo will disregard for the
time being the frec and reduced cost lunches. Suppose the generosity
of the Federal Government should inerease. Do you think that should
come in commaodities or cash ?

Mr. Jacoss. There again, in this sort of iflish type of answer, if the
Department could purchase these things and inake them available to
us, we would henefit more than the cash, : '

Mr. Quie. 1f they can’t buy them, you get the cash,

Mr. Jacons. As T said in my statement, in our particular case in
New York Ctity, because of certain cost factors, it ends up costing us
much more for the smne, In other words, a dollar amount of comnodi-
ties distributed to us at USDA’s total cost. Our figures indicate those
sune ifems, if we purchased them through our wholesale distributors
and what-have-you, have at least for this pust year cost us on an av-
erage of $L.30. It would appear we are ahead of the game if the De-
partment purchases the commodities and makes them available to us.

Mr. Quin. Your figures jive with Georgia's, that it would cost you
11 cents to get what 7 cents 1s now buying in commodities.

Mr. Jacoss. I guess it would be pretty close. We are saying about
30 percent more. T guess it is somewhere in that range. ‘

Mr. Quir. Do you do volume buying? I mean, you are a pretty big
jurisdiction in the city of New York,

Mr. Jacons, Tes, we do. In a year we buy $38 to $40 million worth
of foodstuffs for our program. We are serving some 90 or 91 million
meals. Qurs is a very large operation in itself. So we do buy in volume.

Mr. Quir, When you say you buy, how big of an area does this
cover? Now York City is a problem because it has all those counties,

Mr. Jacoss, This covers all five boroughs, about 1,300 school loca-
tions, about one-half million meals a day that we support.

Mr. Quis. If you are buying in that volume, why is it that yon don’t
have more of a savings than Georgia where they would have to buy
for each school district? You must be the size of the whole State of
Georgia, L o

_ Mr. Jacons. We have costs in New York City that are probably dif-
ferent from a lot of other places. A large portion of that cost is in
distribntion. We find because of our size it is necessary to break our
orders down to many vendors in order to get service. I think you can
realize the demand. If we wore to citywide serve, lot's say, hamburgers
in all locations on 1 day, one-half illion servings there, abott one-
fourth million pounds, it would ereat an absolutely impossible service
delivery by any one vendor. regardless of how large he is,
n some eases this doesn't give us the price break increment, but in
some cases it could work to neutralize this large buying power becatse
of the number of locations we have to deliver to,

v 4
5,
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Mr. Quie. You havean higher delivery cost also with the
commodities?

Mr. Jacons. Yes, we find that in different boroughs of New York,
for instance in Manhattan, which is very, very congested, your delivery
cost-there would be alniost 114 times as muc% as another borough like
Richmond, which is a semirural area,

We have those factors common to this particular area. ,
Mr. Quik. When you consider that as a problem then, whether you
purchase separately or get. commodities, that cost of distribution be-
comes the same on both, then it is just the volume, since you are not able
to buy in volume in niany cases as the U.S. Department of Agriculture?

My, Jacons, "That is correct. Also, one very important part that is
tied in with this is that, of course, ITSDA has national standards and
has very good specifications in quality control. We in our purchasing
pretty mucl copy after them, We thinlk this is a very iniportant factor.
We think the USDA should continue this involvement in purchasing
commuaditics and making them available, even though in the price
break to delivery point there is a substantial saving, whereas the
distribution cost in New York City would be the same whether wo dis-
t.ril.m}te crlnnmodities donated by USDA or distributing what we

ourchased.

' Mr. Quir. That beef that will be made available, what percent of
your total ground beef would this be? ‘
" Mr. Jacons. Based on our present volume and frequencies of service
and hopefully that we will get our fair share of this $45 million of
purchasing, this conceivably could run another 7 or 8 service days of
meals, providing we do get it at o time when weean serve it .

We would have very {imited use during the summer in that our pro-
grams drop very dramatically from about 520,000 o day during the
regnlar school lunch program through the year down to a little less
than 100,000 for the summer activities we have. Therefore, if it were
made available so we could have it to start off in September, we could
make full use of it and there again have an absolute minimum amount
of storage charges on what we hope will be a very large amount.

Mr, Qe You said 8 days. What percent of the total would that be
if vou were to huy?

M. Jacons, T would say 5 percent,

Mr. Qom, I the TUSDA does such a good job of setting standards in
buving as they do. why don’t you piggvback their efforts and buy in
mazs amounts for the eity of New York in the sume way? You can
purchase in large volume amounts from large packing companics, the
same as the Department of Agriculture. -

Mr, Jacons. One of the things we are doing and are ex JJoving is hav-
ing o mueh closer working relationship that we do just that. We ave
doing that on some items and we do antieipate to expand that partiey
lar approach, T wonld say that the actual purchasing of thiese commodi-
ties and delivery to one point is just one of the problemns.

We helieve at Jeast that there could be substantinl snvings to us in
onr overall purchasing, copying their approach. We have been and
plan to extend along that line. We think 1t is critical that they have
this continued involvement. If that did not exist, cach of us would
be left to our own devices to provide for standards and this tvpe of
thing. While we helieve we have developed some expertise, We believe
a lot of lesser, smaller systems would not have this particular benefit,
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Mr. Qure. Since it would cost. you 30 percent more if you were going
to buy the commoditics yourself rather than receiving tfie commodities
from the Federnl Government, if you piggyback their effort, how much
can you save on the rest of the purchase, say of beef?

Mr. Jacous. At this time, as I'said, we are just exploring this parti-
cilar thing and the projected savings. We believe, it will ut least ap-

‘proach 2 to 5 percent of our total food purchasing once we can get a

definite liandle on this.

I would say that beenuse of some of the internal arrangeraents that
we are making in New York City because of the decentralization act,
particularly in the Board of E(Kmation, some of our projections for
specilic commodities in the future arc somewhat restrained by a deter-
mination us to how many of the 32 local community school boards
may elect, which they have the right to do, to withdraw from the
central program and to run their own program. And for the coming
year, they will have up to and including the first of July to make that
dlocis]ion. So some of owr plantiing of necessity is a little cautious along
that line.

Mr. Quir. If you can work out the same kind of purchasing arrange-
ments in a city the size of New York by using USDA standards—
wouldn’t there then be a tendency for them to want central purchasing
from you the way everybody is coming in and asking central purchas-
ing from USDA ¢
~ Mr, Jacons. I think you are exactly correct because everyone in the.
food business is trying to do everything to stretch their dollar to the
maximum. This is one approach. If you can buy cheaper from a cen-
tral source, we intend to do it. I would agree with that statement.

Mr. Quie. The question is why hasn’t that been done a long time ago?

Mr. Jacoss. I have only been in New York 3 years. Maybe that is the
reason, We are working on it. T wonld say this, in all honesty. To &
certain extent I think there has been movement in that direction, not
in everything, but I think there has been movement in that divection.
The detailed planning and projection for a large and complex system
liko New York ohviously takes tremendous time, talent, and stafling,
and this type of thing that may for one reason or another not be made
available to them, )

1 think that concept and that approach has been at least in the minds
of a lot of people and now I thinE we are getting to the point where.
we nre implementing it a little more rapidly than in the past.

Mr. Quis. I can’t understand why large systems and States thom-
sclves, through which this program is operated, now come in and testi-
fy that the USDA program has worked so well, and T think it has, that
t,h]ey won’t piggyback that and receive those kinds of savings them-
selves,

I never really looked at. it before heeause we always have, as some of
the previous witnesses have said, had surplus commodities and we
thonght they would go on forever. But now this new day has come
and I wonld think it would cnuse large communities like yours to look
at central purchasing.

Thank you. ° o ,

Chairman Perkrns. Thank you very much. -

Our next witness is Col. Ellsworth €. Reiss, coordinator, food dis-
tribution section, Department of Agriculture, State of New Jersey:;
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and then Mr. James 1. Mack, managing director and general connsel,
Peanué Butter Manufacturers and Nut Salters Association, Washe
ington, D.C. _

You may proceed, Col. Reiss. Without objection your statement will
he inserted in the record at this point. We will hear from both Colonel
Reiss and Mr. Mack before questioning the witnesses.

STATEMENT OF COL ELLSWORTH C. REISS, COORDINATOR, F00OD
DISTRIBUTION SECTION, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULYTURE,
STATE OF NEW JERSEY

C'olonel Reass, Mr, Chairman. it is a pleasnre to be here.

T strongly nree the approval of 1LR. 13168 with minor but impot-
tant modifientions, which would extend for 2 years the commodity
digtribution program.

Mr. Chairman, at this peint T would like to deviate from my formal
statemoent and snmmarize as T go through,

Chatrman Prkins, Go ahead. Without objection your statement
will be inserted in the record.

Colonel Rriss, Several months ago T was shocked and outraged to
discover that the 1.8, Department of Agriculture favors the termina-
tion of the present prowram effective June 30, 197+ This is one of the
most uzeful and popular programs sponsored by the Federal Gov-
ernment. sa it is imperative to extend the present system.

As indieated on the cover sheet of my statement, I represent 14
Northern States as prosident of the Norrheast Area Commodity Distri-
bution Association. T am also the coordinator for food cornmoditics in
the State of New Jersey under the direction of Phillip Alarpi, Secre-
tary of the New Jersey Departient of Agriculture. I might mention
he was present here this morning, 7

T am also speaking on behalf of the Southeast Area Commodity Dis-
tribution Assocation comprising Alabama, Flovida, Georgia, Ken-

tucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee,

T must also mention T am speaking in behalf of 214 million Doy
Scouts, who are major users of food commodities during summer
cneampments. o

On pages 2 and 3 of my statement. with exhibits 1 and 2, T mention
T'SDA hudget figures involving commodities for schools and institu-
tions, As vou can determine, the funds for school programs went from
£979 million in fiscal year 1965 to $1.88 billion in 1974. However, the
dollars in food commodities remain almost stagnant. This also applies
to institutions. ,

Tn the Perkins bill, FL.R. 13168. it is stated, “For donation to main-
tuin the annual program level of assistance for schools.” Gentlemen,
how can this lovel be maintained when the budget is being reduced for
schools in the amount. of $23.7 million less than fiscal year 1974 and
institutions are being reduced $2.3 million les~ than fisenl 19749 This
does not. take into consideration a minimum 12-percent increase in the
cost. of living for fiseal vear 1975, , o

To tmaintain the proper level the hudeet should read $351.8 million
for schools and $21.1 million for institutions,

At this point T would like to recommend minor changes that ghould

be mado in FL.R. 18168, Pago 1, line 10, the word “may.” T am afraid
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tho U.S. Department, of Agriculture would play with this word and
wa would not receive Government commodities. Thervefore it should
read “shall” or “will.”

Pago 2, lines 8, 9, and 10, which reads “for schools, domestic relief,
distribution, and other domestic assistance programs.” That should be
changed to read “schools, institutions, Indian reservations not request-
ing a food stamp program, supplemental feeding”—this does not in-
clude the WIC program and ({isaster relief distribution. This is very
similar to Congressman Robert Roe’s bill, H.R. 13994 of April 1974.

Gentlemen, approximately 94 percent of the food commodities in
dollar value goes into the school program and the remaining 6 percent
goes to institutional-type programs. The .nstitutional amonnt is very
small, but very important, and therefore it should be included in the
Perkins bill. Tt is the opinion of some of the legislators that many
cligible recipient agencies do not want the raw commodities becanse
the;‘y are diﬂllcult to handle in the kitchen. This is not u true opinion
tocday.

Refer to pages 3, 4, and 5 of my statement and you can determine
times have changed. State governments have entered into food process-
ing agreements and have done an excellent job in processing raw food
commodities into a more useful end product that is highly nutritional
and acceptable. Many additional dollars are saved throngh the ex-
amples given.

I would like at this time to turn to page 3 which involves durum
wheat flour. Many years ago the city of Philadelphia processed bread
flour into macaroni and spaghetti. It was an inferior product for pasta
products. However, it was nutritionially accepted in the school Innch
programs. Approximately 3 1ycm-s ago the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture purchased durum wheat flour and made it available to the
States. Today many States utilize the durum wheat flour for the proc-
essing of macaroni, spaghetti, and shells. The pasta products are
highly nutritious and ave “high® on acceptability.

The State of New Jersey will use approximately 2 million pounds
of durum wheat flour this current fiseal year, A contract was awarded,
through formal advertising (bid system), to a processor in Pennsyl-
vania. The Government flonr was shipped directly from USDA pur-
chasing sources to the processor. It is then processed, packaged, and
shipped to New Jersoy. Through a central warchouse system it is
then distributed to 1,000 recipient agencies, including institutions
and summer camps, supporting approximately 680,000 individuals,
The processing costs nre passed on to the recipient agencies: however, *
they henefit by enjoying lower costs amounting to $500,000. The cost
te the recipient agency is $1.60 for 20 pounds of the pasta product.

On the wholesale market they wonld pay about 38 to 40 cents por
pound. I might add that retail prices are in the vicinity of 48 to 55
cents per pound. )

I will mention soybean oil, which goes into the finished product of
mavounaise, is similar to the bidding on pasta products, resulting in a
half-million dollars in gavings to recipient agencies.

In the Nottheastern States the food commodity program is reach-
ing 5 million schoolchildren, a half-miilion individuals in institu-
tions—including the elderly under the Older Americans Act, which
get one hot meal & day b days a weele—and gentlemen, in the Older

30-312—74—--2
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Americans Act bill passeld by Congress it stated therein that. Govern-
ment commodities could be utilized, Also we are reaching a Tittle less
than. one-halt million Boy Scouts, (iirl Seouts, underprivileged chil-
dren, and so forth in summer camps.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture wants to dump the food com-
modity program that has beenof great value to millions of individuals
across the Nation, There is indication that the Assistant Sveretary of
Agricutture Clayton Yeutter will do all in his power to end the food
commodity programs,

First, there will be u cutback in funds, as I have indicated. The
second step would be not utilizing the funds to purchase commodities
resulting in a cash flow to schools. Institutions will be dropped com-
pletely with no cash flow. ‘The cash flow of 7 cents per meal could
dizsappear when there is no base such as o food commadity base.

Remewber, if there is a cash {low to schools in lieu of commodities,
the volume buying power that was enjoyed in the past will be lost.
Tndividual recipient agencies or an individual State cannot duplicate
the savings that USDA has realized in volume purchasing.

Gientlemen, to maintain the program at this year’s level you mnust
consider that the increases in food costs can hring the appropriation
in dollar value up to the projected costs, We in a commodity program
in the Northeast and Southenst. join together to fight the present ad-
ministration in USDA to continue the food commodity programs for
sehools, institutions, summer eamps, and in support of disasters and
related programs,

At this point T would like to refer to my comments on M. Clavton
Youtter's statement before the Senate Subcommittee_on Agriculture
Tteseareh and General Legislative Subcommittee on March 27, 1074,
You can determine that his comments are not true or sound comments.
Tt will be dangevous to our population if the food commodity program
is dvopped and there is no on-going program that will meet onr needs.

I congratulate such Congressmen as_vou have on your committee
here and also Congressmen Edward Patten and Robert Roe from
Noew JJersey, for the effort they have taken to help millions of indi-
vidials across the Nation. Of course, this includes Senator MeGovern
- the Senate and Gov. Brendan Byrne from the State of New Jersey,

For the vecord I would like to submit a report by the U.S. News &
World Report of April 15, 1974, titled “Shaping Up: A ‘Grave Threat’
to School Tamehes.” '

Chairman Prrriss, Without objection it will be inserted in the

recovd.
[Article follows:]

{U.8. News & World Reporl, April 15, 1074]
SAPING VD A “CGRAVE THREAT" TO 8C1100L LUNCITRS

he cheap but nourishing lunches served to millions of children in sehool cafe-
terlng htave long been an aceepted pert of the American way of life—hut that way
{s abmit to change. ) ’

Beginning Juhe 30, the Department of Agriculture will start o “phase-down
yent” of buying surplus foods for distribution to public sehiools. )

Fhat deelsion will end federal conteol of the Natlonal 8chool Luneh Program,
which gnt under way in 1040, It will also mark a turnabout in the Government’s
offofts to find outlets for surplus foods since the first guidelines fof comtodity

buying were set up in 1085,




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BEST COFY AVAILABLE
39

The reason, aceording to Administeation spakesmen, Is simple: Surpins food is
gotring scarce.

Whet thls is ddkely to mean is added headnches and possibly rising budgets for
school ndininistrators aeross the conntry, Profests alrendy are pouring into the
nmation’s capital,

A changing market, Main points at Issue between school mtthoritios and the
USNDA are these:

The educators contend that only the Federnl Government, with milliions to
spetid on commodlties in vast quantities, has the purchasing power to provide
Innches at a cost that students from poorer fntiilles can afford.

IFederal anthovities answer that, with the rising worldwide demand for agri-
cultural products, thelr leverage to buy in volume at below-market prices Is tust
dissolving,

The recent record shows this: In 1973, surplus food channeled into schools
foll about 70 mitlion dollars short of tliling Iunch-program needs, The USDA
contributed fuads to bridge the gap,

Next year, Agrlenlture economists say, the sititlon conld be ¢ven worse,
with the shovtage of lasie food commodities growing more erltical,

ldward 1. Hekman, adminlsteator of the Food and Nutvition Service, told a
Seuate eommittee condueting heavings on the school-lunch program:

“One efforts to purchase foods, even at market levels, are facing stiff compo-
tition, the resnlt heing that sometlmes USDA recelves no bids on ovders at all.”

Still, there is no intention to leave the school-lunch program completely In the
lueeh, Assistant Seevetary Clayton Yentter suggested that the USDA hand over
to Stite food-purchasing otfices all money appropriated for lunches. last yvear,
that wonld have amounted to 313.7 million dollars.

According to an Agriculture spokesman, this shift in purchases to the States
woulld have little effecet o nnmber of schools,

“Many school disteiets,” he said, “have been buying about 80 per cent of thelr
commoadities loeatly anyway.”

Shock to schools~—But other dlstricts whieh lack purchasing and distribution
systems are—1In fhe words of one ofliclal—"absolutely stutined.”

Ananthority in the Montgomery County, Md.,, school gystem sald

“We would lose yuite a fow of vur staple Htems such ax butter, tlonr, cornmenl.
We wonld have to hny these locally at intlated prices, Fven if USDA gave us
oxtea money we wonldn't come ot even, We don't have the pnrehase levernge
they do.”

A Virginla State ofllcinl noted that the Government has already reduced the
fevel of apending for thie program by 23,7 milllon dollavs and is sceking to ent it
further, What schools need, he avgued, s a 12 per cent increase.

A ook in one sehool wrote to a Senntor: “I am sure our school-lnnch program
wonlid go down in defeat if the USDA took from us thege commoditios that we are
nxlng in onr ‘unchoes.”

Gray IHodges, supervintendent of the Beaufort, N.C., county honrd of cthiea-
tlon, wrote:

“Ihere is no way we eould purchase the same quantity or ¢uality of foods.
o Withont the support of the USDA commodity program, our totn! school-
Iaueh progeam will be in jeopardy.”

In Xpringfleld, Oveg,, o foodsgervice offieinl estlmated that, If the USDA conses
to buy commoditios, at teast 20 of the city's schools will have to go without a
Luneh prograw,

Cut in bayping pmeer-—~On March 28 Ellsworth Relse, pregident of a fool-
distribution associntion ropresenting 13 States and the Distriet of Columbia, told
o Senate Agriealture subcommittee:

“Pleise remember that If there 18 1 cash flow to individual sehools in e of
commodities, the volume buying power they have enjoyed in the past wiil be
gono, Individuat vociplent agencles or an indlvidual State caonmot dupliente the
suvings that the USDA has realized in volume purchnsing.”

fenntor George Meftovern (Dem,), of Séuth Dukotn, has introdieed 1 bl
which would extend the nuthority of the USDA to buy eommodities—-even nt
hove-parity prices—for two more yenrs, But Agrlculture officlals wained that,
It the McGovern measirve 1 2comes laws, “we will be In the cominodity-procuse-
ment hisdness foprever,”

Fiven as the USDA prepared for the “phase-down year,” however, President
Nixon unnmmeed,the piurchase of 45 million dollars’ worth of beef to be dige
teibuted as hamburger to sehools,
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“In @ quandary.” ‘I'ic actlon was described as a help to cnttlomen in disposing
o.f n surplus in beef. Iowever, John G. Mohay, exceutive vice president of the
?ntlo‘lml Independent Meat Packers Assvrintion, sald it left packers “in a quan-
dary.”

If the USDA wants “choice” beef, as it has indicated, he said, “I don’t see
liow it could be provided for less than a dotlar a pound.” T'his conld bring further
pressure toward higher prices Iu lunchrooms and fumily kitchens,

Opinion fuvoring the phaseout in not unanimous even within the USDA, Says
one of itg foud-service oflicials:

“1f the USDA goes ont of the commodity business, surpluses will go bogging.
There will be no way to buy or distribute them. Don't furget your distributlon
centers will be phased out, too.

“We'll be back to killing animals ngain as we did in the 1030s when all this
got started,”

Colonel Ress. Gentlemen, T will not go into my comments on Clay-
ton Yeutter because it is part of the record. However, this morning
My, Hekman nrentioned something about disasters and I would like
t{: read one part on disasters. This is a statement by Mr. Clayton

cutter: :

Iu the past, food for emergency feeding has been 2 sideline of on-going food
distribtuion programns, Today we no longer huve government food stockpiles nnd
massive distribution systems, To the extent that state and loeal school distrivts
continme to maintain inventories of food, those inventories should continue to be
availuble for disasters. To the extent that they do not meet disaster asslstance
needs, we in the Federal Govermment should work within the nation's commer-
cial food distribution system to develop means to supplement and complement

these inventories.

My comment: Why shonld we destroy a system that has been sne-
cessful in supporting many disaster areas during the past few years?

Chairman Prriins, Let me interrupt, please. We must leave very
soon to answet @ quorum call of the House, but first we'd like to hear
from our of her witness. Mr. Mack, if possible,

Colonel Reiss, Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

[ I'ull statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT 0F CoL, ELLSWORTH C. Re1ss, Rer. PRESIDENT NORTITEAST
AREA CoMMOUITY DISTRIBUTION ASSOCIATION AND CoorbINATOR Ioop CoMMODI-

TIES, STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:: .

As President of the Northeast Area Food Distribution Assoclation I represent
{he following states: Connecticut, Delaware, District of Colubia, Maine, Mary-
land, Masgachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jerscy, New York, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Islund, Vermont, West Virginia, and Vieginia,

I am also speaking on behalf of the Southeast Aren Comuodity Distribution
Assoclation comprising : Alabama, Florida, Georgin, Kentucky, Mississippl, North
Carolinn, South Caroling, and Tennessee. o

We appreciate this opportunity to discuss the Proposed FY 1975 Food and
Nutrition Service Budget of the United States Depurtnient of Agriculture per-
tnining to Food Commodities for Schools and Institutions and also to cominent
on the Perkins Bill HIt 13108 ] o

Attached as Exhibit No. 1 you will find the FY 1074 and the proposed FY
1075 FNS Budget, U.8. Department of Agricuiture for Child Nutrition and In-
stitution Programs, It can be noted that the ¥Y 1075 Bu(li;et for the Child Nutris
tlon Programs is $28.7 willion less thau in ¥Y 1074, The U.S. Department of
Agriculture economists indicate a fond price level averaging 12 percent above the
past year, Using the 12 percent a8 1 minimum increase 1t amounts to £37.6 mil-
lion, "hercfore, the budget for Y 1075 should read no less than $351.8 million
for the Child Nutrition Programs. , ‘

his same situation applies to the budget in ¥Food Distribution to Institutions.
The I'Y 1075 budget is $2.3 million less than ¥Y 1074, Considering the 12 pex-
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cent increase in price this amounts to $2.2 mililon. The $2.2 million added to
last years budget amounts to $21.1 mililon, Therefore, the budget for FY 1975
should read no less than $21.1 million.

In the PPerkins Rill IIR 13168 line 2 und 3 on page 2 indieates “to maintain
the annually programmed level of nssistnnce for schools, domestic rellef distril-
bution, and other domestic reilef distribution us ave authorized by law.” To
actuaily maintain the annual ievel of assistunce there must be sufficient dollar
input into the food prograwms. If we get the nnunual or traditional level in doliars
and the food index Increases it will result in iess product; To overconie the
budget deflelt from last year and considering the 12 percent Increase in food
prices for us to meet our objective the budget for I'Y 1975 should read as foilows:

AMillion
Comtmodities to SehoolS mam o cceccmc e mcic s m——————— e —— $361. 3
Mood Distribution to InStitutlonS. e e aeeae 21,1

The overnll food eXpenditures have doubled since 1065. See Exhibit No. 2 at-
tachied. However, ‘the U.S. Departmment of Agriculture food eonunodity expendi-
tures hns remained nlmost dormant.

It is tiwe opinion of some of the legislators that many of the eligible recipient
ageneles do not want the raw commodities beeause they are difficult to handle
in the kitchen. This is not an absolute opinion. Over the many years the reci-
plent agencles have obtained adegquate equipment to process these raw ma-
terinls. Also during the pust three years we have made substantial gains in the
food processing fleld. I will eite some examples : :

a. Durum Wheat Mlour—many years ago the City of Philadelphia processed
bread flour into macaroni and spaghetti, It was an inferior product for pasta
products, however it was nutritionally accepted in the School Launch P'rograms.
Approximately three years ago the U.8. Department of Agriculture purchased
duruin wheat flour and made it avallable to the states. Today many states utilize
the durum whent flour for the processing of macaroni, spaghetti and shells, The
pasta products are highly nutritious and are “high" on ncceptability. The State
of New Jersey will use approximately two million pounds of durum wheat flour
this current fiscnl year. A contract was awarded, through formal advertising (bid
system), to a processor in Pennsylvanin, The government flour was shipped
directly from USDA purchasing sonrces to the proeessor. It is then processed,
packaged and shipped to New Jersey, Through a central warehouse system it is
then distributed to 1000 reciplent agencies, Ineluding Institutions and Summer
Camps, supporting approximately 680,000 individunls. ‘T'he processing eosts are
passed on to the recipient agencies, however, they benefit by enjoying lower costs
nmounting to $500,000.00. The cost to the reciplent agency is $1.00 for 20 pounds
of the pasta product. On the wholesale market they would pny about 38 to 40
cents per pound. I might add that retail prices are in the vielnity of 48 eents per
pound. )
" b. Soya Bean Oil—during the past two years many states ordered soya bean oil
for the processing of mayonnaise, I will use New Jersey again as an example. A
bid was solicited with an award going to a processor in Maryland. The soya bean
oil was shipped directly to the processor who produced four-one gallon plastic
containers per case. The mayonnaise was shipped as ordered to New Jersey. The
flnnl cost to the reciplent ngeney was $3.20 per case. On the wholesale market this
was priced at $13.50 to $16.50 per case. The recipient ageneles will realize a sav-
ings amounting to over $400,000.00,

e. Cranberry Sance—at one time the USDA purchased fresh eranberries for
distribution to the stntes. This item was ncceptable but it wag “hard to work
with” In the kitchen, Today the cranberries are processed at a low eost and dis-
tributed to schools in No. 10 eans. This item now has longer shelf life and Is highly
acceptabie,

d. Many other items include:

Bread and Bread Products=utilizing flour and shortening purchased by USDA.
The value of the purchased items Is suhteneted from the lowest bid price by the
processor, ,

Plaza ples=—utilizing flour. )

Concentrated orange juice—this 13 not a raw material, however, for better
utilization It is processed into orange popsicles, orange fce and 4 oz, containets of
orange juice. )

Canned Vegetarian Beans from beans,
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Turkey Rolls from whole raw turkey,

Cake Mixes from USDA flour,

With n iittle ingenuity the raw comnodities can be processed into many useful
end products,

You can determine from the above that the US Department of Agricuiture and
the states are doiug an exeellent job in proeessing raw food commoditios into 1
more uxefnl end produet that is highly nutrifional. If these raw matoerials are
not made available by the US Department of Ageienlture nil our processing ex-
perience and savings to recipient agencies wili be jost,

In the Northeastern States the food commodity program is reaching over 5
million sehool children, H00.000 individuals In institutions and 430.000 Boy Seonts,
vl Seouts, underprivileged children, ete. in sunnuer camps, 1 want to strongly
cwphasize the need for the continnance of the food commodity programn nt ade-
qnate levels to support the nutritional needs of millions of dezerving individnnls
I onr sehools, institutions and cummer camps, Under the Ollder American Act
the elderly ean receive one meal a day for five days a week and USDA food comn-
modities hiave been anthorized to be used by Congress, Also these food com-
moditios are the only Federal/State food bank avaiiable to help feed those in
diztress during natural disastoers,

CLOSING SATEMENT

Thee 'S Dengetment of Aeruenlture wants to “DUMDP the food commodity
prageam that has been of great value to millions of individuals aeross the nation
and there is newspaper lndieation that the Assistant Seeretary of Agriculture
will do all in hig power to end the Food Commodity Programs, We heliove that
bis flest step is to ent back the funds as indieated in FExhibit No, 1. His gecond
step eonld be not utitizing the funds to purchase Section 32 and Section 416 faodl
eomodities resnlting in o cash flow to sehools daring the end of the fisenl venr, The
eash flow (govon cents per meal) could dicappear swhen there ig no base, such as
the food commodity base. Also please remember that if there is a cash flow to
sehoolg in Ben of emomodities, the volume onying power they have enjoyed in
tle past will be lost, Individua' recipient ageneies or an individual state eannot
duntieate the saviugs that the US Department of Agriculture has realized in
volnme pnrehasing,

Gentlemen, to maintain the program at this years level yon mnst consider the
Inerease in food costs and bring the appropriation, in dollar value, up to that
neofpefed rost, We in the commodity programs in the Northeast and Southeast,
fain toeothor with all onr might to fight to continne the Food Commadity T'ro-
vramns for Schools, Institntions and Summmer Camnps,

EXHIBIT NO. 1
PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1975 FNS BUDGET U.S, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

fListed betawr is The nranased fiseal vaar 1975 Fand and Nutrition Service budaet, Depattmant of Acriculture, as sub-
milted to Cangress on Feb. 4, 1974, as compared ta fiscal yeat 1974 and fiscal year 1975.)

Fiscal {eav Fiscal year
Child nutrition programs: 974 - 1975

Commadities:
Saehan 6. ... .. . e €64. 3 $64.3 Reoresents food phrchase
Santion 32 .. . L 110.4 9.6  levels actual distriby.
Sestiow 416 .. . ... ... ... L L. 139.0 129,1  tion rate will be 7 cenls

et st et - me BT MO

@ Subtotal. ... ... ... 3.7 290,0

Institutinng ) )
Food dtistribution to instittions. ... ... ............... 18.9 16,0  Reflaets decreased avail-

ahility of commodities.

Note: Plaass nate a rertustion in eammadities pnannline to $23,700,000 difterence in fiscal year 1974 varsus 1975, This
means a dasrease In eah State particinating ia tha schaol lunch program. When prices are going up why is the budget re-
dused for fiscal year 19757

Food distributinn to institutions are teduced in the budget from $18,900,000 in fiscal yeat 1974 to $16,000,000 in fiscal
¥.eur|1975 a%%%r?mng to a decrease of $2,300,000. Again prices are going up, therafore, why is the budget reduced fo
iscal year
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CoMMENTS 1Y COL. Brrsworrs ¢, RE1ss, RETIRED, ON STATEMENT BY MR, CLAYTON
YLUTTER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT 0F AGRICULTURE

Mr. CuuatrMAN : I would like to comment on a few excerpts from the statement
of Clayton Yeutter, Assistant Secretary, US Department of Agriculture before
the Subconuuittee on Agricultural Research and General Legislation Committee
on Agrlculture and Forestry, United States Scnate on March 27, 1974,

(2) “We think the solution that was found—to supply cash, in lieu of
commodities—Is sound and useful, now as it was then.”

Comment—Mr. Yeutter was referring to the time of World War II and its
aftermath. When he uses the word “think” it is a doubtful word. Why
doesn't he say something positive?

(b) “In fact our efforts to purchase food, even at market levels, are facing
stiff competition. As a result, there are times that the USDA receives no bids
ut all on its offers to buy."

Comment—Mr. Yeutter does not mention some of the reasons for a “no
bid” situation. Some of the reasons are:

1. Specifications are “too tight” or do not fit the item availuble on
the market. As an example, the item, Durum wheat flour during last
July and August could not be purchased because the specification wus
too high in protein, moisture, ete. However when the specification was
{)clulluced to fit the market the US Department of Agriculture did receive

ds.

2. Item not available—such as dry milk.

3. I'ackaging not available—such as small containers for salad oil or
vegetable oll, however, I could get the item in 60,000 or 150,000 Ib Jumbo
tankers. The oil is a component of mayonnaise.

Tven with a few “no bid" situations the 1974 fiscal year was an excellent
year for food commodities as far as recipient agencles are concerned with
one exception. Institutions have not received butter since January and they
have not been authorized to receive margarine as a substitui=.

(¢) “For the current year, the special purchase authori,v Congress pro-
vided in the Agriculture and Conswmer Protection Act of 1473 has enabled
us to maintain the anuually programmed levels of assistance f. r schools and
other domestic food assistance programs.”

Comment—Gentlemen, this is an untrue statement. During the past three
vears the funds have been reduced gradually therefore resulting in less
product being purchased due to cost of living increases. How can we muin-
tain the traditional level for schools, if the budget for I'Y 1975 is $23.7
million less than I*Y 1974, not considering the cost of living increase. This
applies to funds for institutions also.

(d) “—we can more effectively hielp meet nutritional needs through cash
assistance to child nutrition programs than we can through attempting to
procure and distribute food from the federal level.”

Comment—Cash at recipient agency level has less buying power, therefore,
resulting in less product. With less produet fewer individuals would be fed
or they would all receive smaller amounts of food with the final results of
less nutrition to all individuals. Does Mr. Clayton Yeutter mean that the
turkeys, chickens, ground beef, hot dogs, peanut butter and other items that
are purchased by USDA are not highly nutritious? Is the $45 million of
beef that USDA contemplates buying for FY 1975 for school lunch programs
not highly nutritious?

(e) Mr. Clayton Yeutter deviated from hls statement and personally said
“Schools ean buy as good as USDA". ,

Comment—This is not a sound statement. The USDA has better control
because they have generally excellent specifications which they can properly
monitor, therefore, assuring “good buys”. Reciplent agencies, such ns school
districts, do not have detailed specifications, such as USDA and they do not
have the manpower to monitor them. Volume purchasing of USDA should
result in the best price vs small lot buging. USDA is unique in volume buy-
ing and they have the proper expertise. . _

(f) “Inthe past, food for emergency feeding has been a sideline of ongoing
Jood distribution programs. Today we no longer have government food
stockpiles and massive distribution systems. To the extent that state and
local school districts continne to maintain inventories of food, those inven-
toties should continue to be available for disasters. To the extent that they
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do not meet disaster assistance needs, we in the Federal uovernment should
work with the nation’s commercial food distribution system to dovelop means
to supplement and complement these inventories.

Comment—Why should we destroy a system that has been successful in
supporting many disaster areas during the past few years. During the Agnes
disuster, New Jersey supported Pensylvania with over 400,000 1bs, of USDA
food commodities through a National Guard convoy, a 1st army convoy and
commercial vehicles, The reaction time was superior. Also USDA food com-
modities came from many other states. The food commodities weie sup-
plied free except for commercial transportation and minor warehouse and
handling costs. The Red Cross and the Salvation Army are looking at us to
supply them with large quantities of foods for immediate mass feeding.
Gentlemen, the following states utilized USDA food commodities during the
recent disasterous tornadoes that took over 300 lives: Alabama, Georgin,
Ohio, Kentucky and Indiana. Also gentlemen, the cost of utilizing the food
and services of commercial food distribution systems would greatly exceed
that of our current system.

It will be dangerous to our population if the cominodity program is dropped
and there is no ongoing program that will work.

STATEMENT OF JAMES E. MACK, MANAGING DIRECTOR AND GEN-
ERAL COUNSEL, PEANUT BUTTER MANUFACTURERS AND NUT
SALTERS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, my name is James IE. Mack. I am general
counsel of the Peanut Butter Manufacturers and Nut Salters Asso-
ciation, which is as the name implies the national trade association of
peanut butter manufacturers, nut salters and suppliers to the industry.
This appearance is enterad in support of ILR, 13168,

for many years peanut butter has been an integral part of the
school lunch program nationwide of the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture. We believe it is in the interest of the schoolchildren and the
Nation to have this Federal Government distribution of peanut butter
made through the school lunch program. Children like peanut butter.
While food authorities might have different opinion: about various
foods, they scem to be all in agreement that peanut butrer is one of
the finest foods with a high protein value. Peanut butter is a food which
children like, which nutritional authorities agree they should eat.
There nre not many foods which so qualify, which is indicated by the
fact that the USDA Food and Nutrition Service specifies it as u meat
alternate for a type A school lunch meal.

We recognize that the Department of Agriculture would like to
get out of the commodity distribution business, and we respect their
business philosophy. In this instance, however, we think it is in the
interest of the Nation to keep schoolchildren cating the excellent pro-
tein food of peanut butter which they like so well.

It is recognized that the Department favors continued operation of
Federnl Government school lunch financial support, but would do so
by means of cash payments in licu of the direct providing of food
supplies. In this connection if the cash system is resorted to, it is
pointed out that the schools could buy peanut butter and such other
foods as they desire and that undoubtedly there would be significant
quantity purchases of peanut butter. . , A

The reason for our favoring the direct distribution of peanut but-
ter rather than having school anthorities purchase it on the ¢en mar-
ket is an obvious oneﬁiven assuming scliool authorities should expend
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an amount. in dollars equivalent. to the amount the Department of
Agriculture spends to purelase peanut butter, the quantity obtained
for child consumption would be much less.

Under the current program, the Government invites competitive
bids, The peanut butter then is processed, packed, and shipped in ac-
cordance with Department of “Agriculture specifications; and the
Government. and the schoolchildren get a lot of peanut butter for the
money. Peanut butter distributed through the schools when acquired
in this manner involves larger containers, quantity shipments, and
raflects prinarily the cost of the peanuts, of processing, packing, and
shipping. ‘The ehildren simply wounld get much less peaunt butter if
it were purchased diveetly by State or local authorities than if ac-
quired by the current central purchase progam of the Fedeal Govern-
ment,

Chairman Perkiss, Thank yon. Mr. Mack, and let me thank all of
vou here today for yonrappearance, We have had an outstanding hear-
ing this morning and we will try to get this bill to the full committee
at the earliest possible date. Thank you all for your contributions.

The committee s now adjourned, ‘

[ Whercupon, at 12:15 pau, the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at the eall of the Chair,]

[ Additional statements submitted for the record follow :]

PrEvARED STATEMENT oF Hox, Epwaro J, PaTreN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGNESS
Frosm e STATE oF NEW JRRSEY

Mr. Chairman and members of the House Subcommlttee on Iducatlon, I
strongly urge the approval of ILR. 13168, which would extend for 1 year the
Commaodity Distribution Program.,

Reveral months ago, I was shocked—and outraged—to dlscover that the Nlxon
Mdministeation fuvors the termination of the present program effectlve June 30th,
1974 This i one of the wast usefitl and popular programs sponsored by the Fed-
eral government, so 1 believe it iy imperative to extend the present systenn,

Under this progeam, sehools in Middlesex County, N.J.. received $825,622 In
varions food items in the past yeiar or so, with Institutions alloented supplies
worth over £100,000, and senlor citizens and boy scouts also benefiting, Lo say
that the commaodity distribution program ls a real bargain to loeal school districts
nud atiers, wonld be n great understatement, for In effect, reclplents obtain a
“dixcount” of Met, hecanse all they pay is 65% for administrative and warehouse
vosiy, As an example, if $1,000 worth of food is delivered to a school, it only costs
the sehnol KGO, R

The Administration pointg ot that it wonld replace the peesent program with
cash payments, bt that would not be the solutlon, 8chool districts would not be
I a position to do vohnne huying, therefore the food would cost more—food
ranging from meat to flour.

Mr. Chairman, just to glve you one example of how much of a disadvantage 1t |
would be under the proposed new method, John F. Soboslay, director of govern-
ment linison for the public schools of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvanla, wrote In a letter
to me that if commaodities were pitrchased by hls school distrlet, they would cost.
{300,000 more in a year, Other digtricts would algo suffer higher costs,

The present system should be continued, beeause 1t helps many thousandy of
students, persons in Instltntions, xentor citizens, nnd sconts, 1t Is also supported
by the adminlstration of Governor Brendan T. Byrne, of New Jersey, and many
imembers of the N.I. Tegistature, T ain not supporting thils bill slmply heeause I
have eo-sponsorsd a similar measure. I am supporting It becnuse It 1s a program
thai has proven tg weth nind value, Rep. Johin Meleher, of Montana, and Rep,
Rohert Roe, of New Jorsey, deserve special pralze for the strong und effectlve
leadershlp they have shown 1n this Important fight, ‘They have earned the gratl-
tude of thousands.
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Another outstanding lender in this battle shonld be conmended. On Thursday,
Mirch 28th, 1974, an impressive and eloquent statement in support of the present,
progream was made before a Senate subcommittee by Colonel (Ret.) Blisworth C,
Relss, coordinator of the New Jersey Commodity Program, and president of the
Northeast Area Food Distribution Association,

In his very effective statement before the Senate Snbeommittee for Agriculture
Rexearch and General Legislation, Col. Relss clted the great need that exists for
extending this construetive and valnable progeam, It is a convineing docimmuent
that commands respect, nnd calls for swift and responsible action.

Mr, Chairman, ILR. 13168 shonld be passed soon, Publie support for it Is grow-
ing and time is growing dangeronsly short. .

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., April 80, 197},
Hon, Cann ) PERKINS,
Chairman, deneral Education Subcommitiee,
Washington, D.C.

Diar M. CiiamMay: I am expressing my continuing support. for legislation
hefore your subeommittee which wonld amend the National School Lunch Act
and continue the food conumodities program so vital to our iustitutions which
service ehildren and the poor,

My support for ILR, 13650, of which I am a eo-spounsor, is strong as 1 mentioned
in my testimony submitted to your subcommittee, It ix my belief that 11.R. 13650
should recelve the full approval of the General Education Subeommittee member-
ship as written, sad Tam <ure thar my eolleagues from New Jersey would conenr.

A further avgnment in favor of the approval of the bill is that New Jersey's
food commodities are not limited for nse by New Jerseyuns, Those food stuffs
have wany times in the past been rushed to emergency disaster aveas inclnding
some of the recent dlsasters in the middle states—eaused by flooding and
fornadoes,

It is my hope, and I do urge, that the General Edueation Subcommittee acts
quickly nnd positively by approving the legislation,

Warm persenal regards,

Sincerely,
Eowanrp J, PATTEN,

U.8, Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., April 10, 1974,
Hon, CarnL D. TERKINS,
Chairman, House Education and Lebor Committce, House of Representatives,
Waskington, D.C,

Deak Mg, CramMAay : It has been bronght to my attention that your Connuittee
is consldering leglslation to continue the Commodity Distribution Program for
school lunches and other purposes, Please understand that T don’t want to pre-
swne to suggest to yon liow your Committee should operate, but since you are
alrendy providing assistanee for varions edueationsl progeams, yon might well
wixli to use an education blll as the basls of thla nysistance, Perhaps the Elemen-
tary or Seeondary Edueation Acts could be the appropriate vehicles. Certatuly
the use of Agrienlture Department funds for financing nonsurplns food nequisi-
tions would. in my opinion. be not only inappropriate, but an invasion of the
hasle jurisdietion of the Agrienlture Committee.

In this regard, 1 would point ont to yon that the langunge of the bills which
you ate now considering is nearly identienl to bills which had earlier been re-
ferred to und are now pending before, this Committes, with the exception that
the bills sent to your Committee amend the Natlonanl Sehool Lunch Act, while
the bills referred to our Committee amend Seetion 4 (a) of Public Law 03-80, the
Agrienlture and Consnmer Protection Act of 1078, - ,

As yon will recall, I amn on record as saying that since the Commodity Distribn-
tion P’rograms at this time fall to serve a basie agricuitural function, but instead
worve basie educationnl of nutritional purposes, that the Committees with jurls.
dictlon over these respective arens may want to propose legisiation (levelolljlng new
programs to meet the needs of those formerly served by the old Commodity Dis-
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teibution Programs, ilowever, I strongly oppose any other Committee with juris.
diction in these areas acting on legislation which calls for t+'~ expenditure of
Agriculture funds. In my opinion, education appropriaticns, uot Agriculture
approprlations, should be used to finanee educational programs, Whiie I have and
plan to continue to support the school lunch program since your Committee has
assumed jurizdiction thereof, and while I wou'sd not allow any jurisdictional
question to control my vote on an extension of a comumodity distribution program,
1 would strougly oppose offorts to eneronch on our jurisdiction to control the
authorization of expenditures within the Department of Agriculture.

1 would request that my letter be Iuserted in the hetnring record of your Com-
niittee on this leglslation,

With every good wish, I am

Siucerely,
\V. R. Poagr,
Chairman.

PREPARED STATEMENT oF T, G. SMmITH, IR, CoORDINATOR FoOoD SERVICE AND LOCAL
ACCOUNTING, ALABAMA DEPARTYMENT oF EpUCATION, BEFORE THE SENATE AGRI-
cULrUrAL REsEARCH AND GEVERAL LEGISLATION SURCOMMITTEE, Marcn 28,
1074

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee : My name is T. G. Smith, Jr. T am
Coordinator of Child Nutrition Programs which are administered by the State
Departinent of Bducation for the State of Alabama.

Mr. Chairman, may I say that it is an honor for me to have the opportunity to
testify before this committee on behalf of the boys aund giris of Alabama and the
nation,

The Commadity Distribution Program in Alabama has traditienally heen one
of the strongest and 1ost important components of the Child Nutrition Pro-
grams, This is the one program that has succeeded in working out acceptably
shared Federal, State, and local responsibilities.

In the time nllotted to me for this testimony, T would like to point out several
reasons or justifieations why we think Section 4(a) of Public Law 93-8G should
be a permanent part of Child Nutrition Program legislation. .

st of all, Alabama has not developed extensive warehousing facilitles at
the stiate level. Our efforts have been directed toward nssisting school systeins
acquire and improve stornge nt the local level. Many Superintendents and food
serviee directors have indicated to me that even though they have reasonably
adequate storage facilities, they do not have the necessary staff (purchasing
agents and economists) to purchase the foods that they are presently receiving
ns donated commodities. .

Ravenues needed
based on
weighted value
of commodities Revenues based

14 percent on rtesent

inflation and participation

presant lavel leve! and
of participation 7 cents per meal Diffetence
1972-130 ... e eete eeeentteeestesieenrnnnaens $9,630,277 $6. 825,000 $2, 805,277
1973-780 . et anaaaaaas 10,978,516 6, 825, 000 4,153,516
1974-083 e 12,515, 508 6, gzs. 000 5, 690, 508
L YL T PP 14,267,679 6, 825,000 71,442,679

Note: Participation level, 97,500,000,

¢ Actual.
2 Projected.

“There are 127 schiool systems in Alabama, and they vary in size frown 58,016 in
Mobile to 322 in Florala our smallest school system. The following is a brenk-
down of school systems by average daily attendance.

1 schonl aystem has more than 50,010 students, ,

8 school systems have between 256,000 and 49,009 students.
2 school systems have between 10,000 and 24,099 students.
24 school systems have between 5,000 and 9,999 students,
89 school systems have between 2,000 and 4,099 students,
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And, 38 school systems have fewer than 2,000 students,

A majority of the sehool gystems in Alabama are not large enough to employ
a quallfied—certified food service supervisor—much less n purchasing agent
who has the necessary background and experience to write specifications.

The Department of Agriculture, on the other hand, has the organization, per-
sonnel, and the necessary expertlse to purchase, warchouse, and dlstrlbute the
quality and quantity of basie food items needed for Child Nutrition I'rograms,

We have been told that the Commodity Distribution Program has outlived
its usefulness, that it is no longer applicable to our present Agricultural Pro-
gram. This, I sincerely doubt. Restrictlons have been lifted—now farmers may
plant as much of any crop as they wish, Reports are that there will be approxi-
wately four percent more acres in production this year. There is entirely too
much uncertainty in farming for the Department of Agriculture or any other
department, for that matter, to keep from having surpluses. There may not be
large nationwide surpluses, as in the past, but I feel sure that there will he

a need for distributing and utilizing surplus foods, I know of no better way to

utllllze these foods than to make them available to the boys and girls of this
nntion,

T'he proposed seven (7) cents of cash in lien of commoditles will not enable
schools to maintain the guality or quantity of menls that are presently being
prepared and served today. With inflation increasing at approximately 14%
ench year, the proposed cash allocation will not buy in F'Y 76 what it has bought
in ¥'Y 74. 'The following chart is & comparative analysis of how the cash in lieu
of commodities would shrink due to inflation.

As indicated earlier, Alabama like most states has strived constantly to de-
velop ways and means to utilize the foods made available through the CommodIty
Distribution Program. The quality of these foods has always been superior. The
variety on the other hand, has been a challenge,

Realizing the importance of menu variation, we have developed training pro-
grams and in-service programs around menu planning that incorporate the use
of commodities, Very few of our schools can afford “convenience foods"”, there-
fore, we prepare, from scratch, most of the foods served in the schools of Ala.
bama-—practically all of our schools bake their bread and most of them bake it
daily.

"The following chart shows the dollar value of donated commodities received
and used In Alabama during the period 1969-1973.

DOLLAR VALUE COMPARISONS OF COMMODITIES RECEIVED 1963-73

Area 1969-70 1970-711 1971-72 1972-73
Counties. ......ovevremmnneainnanans ereeaee $5,603, 048 $6,311, 486 $7.611,630 $6, 285, 690
(R ] T P P S 2,700,038 2,857,248 3,819, 100 3,344,587
Private SChOOIS. - v . vevvneveercare reeaancaan 172, 565 216,508 223,065 219, 252
State operated schools cee 11,497 43,581 40,472 46,911
Child cara centefs.... .. 11, 104 16, 375 66,074 66, 783
Head Start centors. .. vee 80, 106 55,268 66, 926 53,701
InStItUbiONS. ..o eeeee e rivanei e 561, 536 327.689 463,775 285,575
SUMMBE CAMPS. e - everveeennnenseearanann 11,486 4,626 20,137 18,779
WOTKSROPS . o . eerevvnnnracmnermracseamnnenn 2,755 2,798 3,109 1,800
Technical and trade sSChOOIS .. .o oo vvvme i iiaaiiioranes 18,766 896 580

Grandtotal. . ......coeiiicnaininiiiie 9,220,135 9,854, 345 12,315,184 10, 323,658

The number of different types of commodities received this year and four
previous years totals: 1973-74—29, 1972-738—20, 1971-72—389, 1970-71—34, 1069
70—34.

A comparison of the national average of commodities received to the state aver-
uge received for prior four years. )

1972-73, National average, .064 food ; .017 shortfall ; total 081,

1072-78, State average, .0807 food ; .0180 shortfall ; total .0987.

1071-72, National average, .070; State average, .1168; 1070-71, National aver-
no%e.9.072; State average, .0074; 1060-70, National average, .075; State average,

2

Based on the most fecent available weighted values on commodities recelved
through February 1074 for FY 74 the total value for Alabama is: $5,400,144.00.

Since approximately 92¢% of the commodities distributed in Alabama go to
publie sehools, the welghted value of donated commodities per meal for Alabuma

this year to date i .082 cents per lunch.
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These charts also bring into focus the value of donated commodities made
available to agencies other than publle schools, Alabama distributes commodities
to the folluwing ageneles. moust of which, as I understand, will not be eligible to
receive proposed funds made available in lieu of commodities,

47 Private Schools,

¢ State Operated Schools,

124 Child Care Centers,

N1 Hend Start Centers.

123 Institutions.

37 Summer Camps,

12 Workshops. .

Disaster feeding 18 nnother strong justifieation for continuing the Commodity
Distribntion Program. On two different occasions last year, schools In Alnbama
were used when disasters hit, The first time was when a tornado hit central
Alubama, and a second time wus in northwest Alnbama when the Tennessee River
overflowed its banks, :

The average cost of producing Innches in Alabama through the period
Foebruary 28, 1074 is 08.8¢.

Cents
Average cost of produeing each el .o oo g8, S0
Value of USDA donated commoditios . oo oo e K, 20
Less federal reimbursement (Nection 4 reimbursement—July 1, 1973
throngh Decomber 81, 1078) oo oo e 10. 00
lLoss  federa!l reimbursement  (Section 11—July 1, 1973 through
Deceniber 81, 19T8) oo ccc e cmcmc e mcc it e e m e ————— 4. 00
Ieeonnted Ol oo e e m e emmm e e N, G0
Averiape cost of produeing ench laneho oo e eaacea o (8, SO
Value of USDA donated commoitles o oo o ool 820
Less federal reimbursement (Section 4 rebubursement—Junuary 1,
1974 thrrough June 30, 1074 oo e ncm e 10. 50
Less foderal relmbursement (Section 11 reimbursement—January 1,
1974 throngh June 30, 100) Lo e 47. 95
Unaceonnted fOr. oo e e cccsncmcacccaccmacncema—maa— 2. 80

40,427,110 lunches were served in Alabmna during the period July 1, 1973
through December 31, 1073, Thesxe hinches times the 5.6 cents which is unne-
conited for amonnted to a loss of $2,263.918.00 to the program, 21,179,872 lunches
were served in Alabama duving the period Junuary 1, 1974 through February 28,
1974, These linehes ttmes the 2.85 cents which is unaccounted for amounts to a
loss of $603,620.00 to the program.

This is a combined loss of $2,866,644.00 to Child Nutrition Programs in Ala-
bama for the period ending February 28, 1974.

We prefer to continue with the Commodity Distribution Program rather than
to receive cash in lieu of commodities for these and other obvious reasons. But,
it on the other hand, it is determined that the Commodity Distribution Program
has ontlived its usefulness—that it is no longer applicable to our present Agri-
cultnral Program, we would eurnestly and sincerely solicit your support to pass
legislation that would adequately fund the replacement measure. The presently
proposed 7 cents per meal is not adequate. Furthermore, if the level of funding
is not tied to some kind of an index, one that has an escalating clause, we may
very well be taking a step backward. :

May I say again Mr. Chairman, that I appreciate the opportunity to appear
before this Cominittee in behalf of the boys and girlg of Alabama and the nation.
1 earnestly and sincerely solieit your continued support for Child Nutrition I'ro-
grams for the youth of our nation.

1 will be happy to answer any questions regarding my testimony.




